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MONDAY, FEBRUARY 19, 1951 


UnitTep States SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND Forestry, 
Washington, D. C. 


The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 324, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Allen J. Ellender (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senator Ellender (chairman), Hoey, Johnston, Holland, 
Anderson, Eastland, Aiken, Thye, and Mundt. 

The Cuarrman. Let the committee come to order. We have for 
consideration this morning 8. 742, introduced in the Senate on Febru- 
ary lst by Senator Hoey of North Carolina. 

At this point in the record, I will ask that the bill be printed in full. 

(S. 742 is as follows:) 

[S. 742, 82d Cong., Ist Sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 358 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

1. Subsection (c) is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) (1) The national acreage allotment for 1951, less the acreage to be allotted 
to new farms under subsection (f) of this section, shall be apportioned among the 
States on the basis of the larger of the following for each State: (a) The acreage 
allotted to the State as its share of the 1950 national acreage allotment of two 
million one hundred thousand acres, or (b) the State’s share of two million one 
hundred thousand acres apportioned to States on the basis of the average acreage 
harvested for nuts in each State in the five years 1945-1949: Provided, That any 
allotment so determined for any State which is less than the 1951 State allotment 
announced by the Secretary prior to the enactment of this Act shall be increased 
to such announced allotment and the acreage required for such increases shall 
be in addition to the 1951 national acreage allotment and shall be considered in 
determining State acreage allotments in future years. For any year subsequent 
to 1951, the national acreage allotment for that year, less the acreage to be al- 
lotted to new farms under subsection (f) of this section, shall be apportioned 
among the States on the basis of their share of the national acreage allotment 
for the most recent year in which such apportionment was made. 

“(2) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, if the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture determines, on the basis of the average yield per acre of peanuts by types 
during the preceding five years, adjusted for trends in yields and abnormal con- 
ditions of production affecting yields in such five years, that the supply of any 
type or types of peanuts for any marketing year, beginning with the 1951-1952 
marketing year, will be insufficient to meet the estimated demand for cleaning 
and shelling purposes at prices at which the Commodity Credit Corporation may 
sell for such purposes peanuts owned or controlled by it, the State allotments for 
those States producing such type or types of peanuts shall be increased to the 
extent determined by the Secretary to be required to meet such demand but the 
allotment for any State may not be increased under this provision above the 1947 
harvested acreage of peanuts for such State. The total increase so determined 
shall be apportioned among such States for distribution among farms producing 
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peanuts of such type or types on the basis of the average acreage of peanuts of 
such type or wee in the three years immediately preceding the year for which the 
allotments are being determined. The additional acreage so required shall be in 
addition to the national acreage allotment, the production from such acreage shall 
be in addition to the natior al marketing quota, and the increase in acreage allotted 
under this provision shall not be considered in establishing future State, county, 
or farm acreage allotments.” 

: k Subsection (d) is amended by changing the second sentence to read as 
olows: 

*(d) The State acreage allotment for 1952 and any subsequent year shall be 
apportioned among. farms on which- pemrmuts were produced im. any one of the 
three calendar years immediately preceding the year for which such apportion- 
ment is made, on the basis of the following: Past acreage of peanuts, taking into 
consideration the acreage allotments previously established for the farm; abnormal 
conditions affecting acreage; land, labor, and equipment available for the produc- 
tion of peanuts; crop-rotation practices; and soil and other physical factors 
affecting the production of peanuts.” 

3. Add new subsections (e), (f), (g), and (h) as follows: 

‘‘(e) Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this section, the Secretary 
may, if the State committee recommends such action and the Secretary determines 
that such action will facilitate the effective administration of the provisions of 
the Act, provide for the apportionment of the State acreage allotment for 1952 
and any subsequent year among the counties in the State on the basis of the t 
acreage of peanuts harvested for nuts (excluding acreage in excess of farm allot- 
ments) in the county during the five years immediately preceding the year in 
which such apportionment is made, with such adjustments as are deemed necessary 
for abnormal conditions affecting acreage, for trends in acreage, and for additional 
allotments for types of peanuts in short supply under the provisions of subsection 
(c). The county acreage allotnient shall be apportioned among farms on the 
basis of the factors set forth in subsection (d) of this section. 

“(f) Not more than one per centum of the national acreage allotment shall be 
apportioned among farms on which peanuts are to be produced during the calendar 
year for which the allotment is made but on which peanuts were not produced 
during any one of the past three years, on the basis of the following: Past peanut- 
producing experience by the producers; land, labor, and equipment available for 
the production of peanuts; crop-rotation practices; and soil and other physical 
factors affecting the production of peanuts. 

““(g) Any part of the acreage allotted to individual farms under the provisions 
of this section on which peanuts will not be produced and which is voluntarily 
surrendered to the county committee shall be deducted from the allotments to 
such farms and may be reapportioned by the county committee to other farms 
in the same county receiving allotments, in amounts determined by the county 
committee to be fair and reasonable on the basis of land, labor, and equipment 
available for the production of peanuts, crop-rotation practices, and soil and.other 
physical factors affecting the production of peanuts. Any transfer of allotments 
under this provision shall not operate to reduce the allotment for any subsequent 
year for the farm from which acreage is transferred, except as the farm becomes 
ineligible for an allotment by failure to produce peanuts during a three-year 
period, and any such transfer shall not operate to increase the allotment for any 
subsequent year for the farm to which the acreage is transferred: Provided, That, 
notwithstanding any other provisions of this Act, any part of any farm acreage 
allotment may be permanently released in writing to the county committee by 
the owner and operator of the farm, and reapportioned as provided herein. 

“(h) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the allotment deter- 
mined or which would have been determined for any land which is removed from 
agricultural production in 1950 or any subsequent year for any purpose because 
of acquisition by any Federal, State, or other agency having a right of eminent 
domain shall be placed in a pool and shall be available for use in providing 
equitable allotments for farms owned or acquired by owners displaced because 
of acquisition of their farms by such agencies. Upon application to the county 
committee, within five vears from the date of such acquisition of the farm, any 
owner so displaced shall be entitled to have an allotment for any other farm 
owned or acquired by him equal to an allotment which would have been deter- 
mined for such other farm plus the allotment which would have been determined 
for the farm so acquired: Provided, That such allotment shall not exceed 50 per 
centum of the acreage of cropland on the farm, 
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“The provisions of this section shall not be applicable if (a) there is any mar- 
keting quota penalty due with respect to the marketing of peanuts from the 
farm acquired by the Federal, State, or other agency or by the owner of the 
farm; (b) any peanuts produced on such farm have not been accounted for as 
required ‘by the Secretary; or (c) the allotment next established for the farm 

uired by the Federal, State, or other agency would have been reduced because 
of false or improper identification of peanuts produced on or marketed from such 


” 


farm. 
Sec. 2. Section 359 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, 


is amended as follows: 

1. Subsection (a) is amended by adding at the end thereof a new sentence as 
follows: “Notwithstanding any other provisions of this title, no refund of any 
penalty shall be made because of peanuts kept on the farm for seed or for home 
consumption.” 

2. Subsection (g) is amended by (1) adding after ‘‘1947” in the first sentence 
the words ‘‘or 1948, if no peanuts were harvested on the farm in 1947,”’ (2) striking 
out after the word “‘That,’”’ where it first appears in the proviso, the following 
words: “for the 1950 crop,” and (3) by inserting the following new sentences 
after the fifth sentence: “As an alternative to designated agencies paying the 
prevailing oil value for such excess peanuts of any type in insufficient supply and 
the subsequent distribution of sales proceeds therefrom in accordance with the 
foregoing provisions of this subsection, the Secretary may also authorize peanut 
buyers approved pursuant to regulations of the Secretary to purchase such peanuts 
from producers at prices not less than those at which such peanuts may be sold 
for cleaning and shelling by the Commodity Credit Corporation. In the event 
of such authorization by the Secretary, producers shall have the option of either 
delivering such peanuts to designated agencies or selling such peanuts to approved 
peanut buyers, and such sales to approved buyers shall have the same effect, 
with respect to avoidance of the marketing penalty and classification of producers 
as cooperators, as deliveries to designated agencies.” 

Sec. 3. The first sentence of section 363 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, is amended to read as follows: ‘Any farmer who is dissatisfied 
with his farm marketing quota may, within fifteen days after mailing to him of 
notice as provided in section 362, have such quota reviewed by a local review 
committee composed of three farmers from the same or nearby counties appointed 
by the Secretary.” 


The CaarrmMan. Senator Hoey, do you desire to make any pre- 
liminary statement? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLYDE R. HOEY, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA 


Senator Hory. Well, yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. I wish to say that 
this bill that I have introduced has been very carefully considered, 
both by the Department of Agriculture and the various farm agencies, 
I believe this bill has been generally agreed upon by the various 

encies—at least, they will be present to testify, to give their versions 
of it. I believe we ought to have a hearing on it now because it is 
important to get this bill acted upon. The peanut season is approach- 
ing and the farmers need to know how many acres they can plant. 

he CHArRMAN. Speaking for myself, I am in hopes that something 
can be done, so that the farmers who can produce the so-called goober 
type of peanuts, and all the other edible types, can be permitted to 
plant all that the market will be able to dispose of. I think it is 
essential that we do that. I am in hopes that we will have the 
cooperation of all peanut growers, so we can work toward that end. 

At this point in the record I will ask that the report of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, together with the attached schedule, be printed 
in the record in full. : 
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I also ask that the following statement from the Department of 
Agriculture and a telegram addressed to Mr. James M. Kendall, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, dated February 15, and signed by W. B. 
Crawley, president, and E. K. Harrell, manager, GFA Peanut Asso- 
ciation, and also a letter from the Florida Peanut and Feed Plants, 
addressed to Hon. Spessard Holland, United States Senator from 
Florida, dated February 6, 1951, and signed by J. Bennett Butler, 
manager, together with a proposed bill, be placed in the record at this 
point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington D. C., February 17, 1951. 
Hon. ALLEN ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. ELLenper: In accordance with your request of February 2, 1951, 
there is submitted a report on a bill, 8. 742, to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended, with respect to peanuts. 

This report deals primarily with proposed amendments to section 358 (C) 
of the act pertaining to the apportionment of the national peanut acreage allot- 
ments to States and possible “‘type”’ increases. 

S. 742 amends section 358 (C) to apportion the national peanut acreage allot- 
ment for 1951, less the acreage to be allotted to new farms, among the States 
on the basis of the larger of the State’s share of the 1950 national acreage allot- 
ment of 2,100,000 acres or the State’s share of 2,100,000 acres apportioned on 
the basis of the average acreage harvested for nuts in each State in the 5 years 
1945-49. The bill further provides that, for 1951, no State shall receive an allot- 
ment less than the allotment already announced under existing legislation. For 
years subsequent to 1951, 8. 742 provides that the national acreage allotment, 
less the acreage to be allotted to new farms, shall be apportioned among the 
States on the basis of their share of the national acreage allotment for the most 
recent year in which an apportionment was made. 

8. 742 also contains a provision which would permit the Secretary of Agriculture 
to increase the State acreage allotments for those States producing types of 
peanuts for which it is determined that the supply will be insufficient to meet the 
estimated demand for cleaning and shelling purposes at prices at which the 
Commodity Credit Corporation may sell for such purposes peanuts owned or 
controlled by it. Under this provision, the State acreage allotment for any State 
could not be increased above the 1947 harvested acreage of peanuts in such State. 

In order to indicate the possible effects of S. 742, there is attached a table 
entitled ‘‘Peanuts: Indicated 1951 Acreage Allotment Under 8S. 742.” This 
preliminary table indicates the approximate State acreage allotments which 
would be determined for the 1951 crop under the proposed bill. State acreage 
allotments for 1951 prior to possible increases for “‘type’’ would be as shown in 
column 7 of the attached table. 

Although 8S. 742 would allow much larger increases if warranted by demand, 
it has been assumed for ease of comparison that the same acreage of Virginia 
and Valencia types of peanuts would be made under either 8. 742 or the Depart- 
ment proposal submitted to both houses of Congress with our letter of December 
8, 1950. On the basis of this assumption, column 9 of the attached table shows 
the approximate manner in which 62,843 acres of additional Virginia- and Valencia- 
type allotment would be apportioned to States for 1951 under 8. 742. In making 
this apportionment, we have ignored the fact that some States other than the 
five listed also produce some Virginia- and Valencia-type peanuts and would be 
entitled to their proportionate share of any over-all increase in 1951 allotments 
for these types. 

In addition to the fact that the total increase itself is purely illustrative, it should 
also be pointed out that the basis for apportioning this increase to States, that is, 
the 1948-50 average acreages by types, are approximations which are subject to 
change. 

As we interpret S. 742, it differs from the Department proposal in only two 
major respects insofar as the determination of acreage allotments are concerned. 
These differences are: (a) 8S. 742 provides that increases in State acreage allotments 
resulting from allotments already announced for 1951 will be considered in de- 
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termining State acreage allotments for future years, whereas under the Department 
proposal, these increases would not be considered in determining State acreage 
allotments after 1951, and (b) 8S. 742 makes allotment increases by ‘‘type’’ per- 
missive and subject to determinations by the Secretary of Agriculture, whereas 
under the Department proposal, increases for Virginia- and Valencia-type peanuts 
are mandatory and automatic. Also, 8. 742 limits “‘type’’ increases only to the 
extent that the allotment for any State may not be increased above the 1947 
harvested acreage of peanuts mn the State. Under the Department bill, the auto- 
matic and mandatory allotment increases for Virginia- and Valencia-type peanuts 
would limit increases to the extent that no State acreage allotment would be 
increased above its 1941 acreage allotment. 

The Department has no objection to the method of apportioning the national 
acreage allotment to States as provided for in 8S. 742 although it would result 
in some differences in State acreage allotments for 1952 and subsequent years 
from those which would be determined under the Department proposal. For 
example, under 8. 742, 1952 State acreage allotments would be determined by 
apportioning the national acreage allotment to States on the basis of the entries 
in column 7 of the attached table. Under the Department proposal, this appor- 
tionment for 1952 and subsequent years would be on the basis of entries in 
column 5. 

The Department also agrees with the intent of the proposed subsection (C) (2) 
as contained in 8S. 742 which would permit increasing allotments for individual 
types of peanuts when it is determined that increases are needed in order to 
meet the edible demand for such types. Also, we believe that if a limitation is 
needed, the 1947 acreage picked and threshed would be an acceptable limit 
to which individual State allotments could be increased under this provision. 
However, this subsection as written places the authority and responsibility for 
type increases with the Secretary of Agriculture and we would prefer that the 
legislation contain specific provision for increasing the allotment for Virginia- and 
Valencia-type peanuts in much the same way as proposed in our letter of Decem- 
ber 8, 1950. If legislation should be enacted placing this authority with the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture as provided in 8S. 742, the Department of Agriculture will 
administer the provision to the best of its ability on the basis of its analysis of the 
supply and demand for the various types of peanuts. It is suggested, however, 
that the committee consider amending the language in lines 11 and 12, page 3, of 
S. 742 to read “‘preceding the year in or for which the allotments are being de- 
termined.’”’ This language would permit the Department to use the most recent 
3-year period for which data are available, whereas under the language as now 
written, the Department might not have the 3-year data referred to at the time 
State and farm acreage allotments are established. It is also believed that the 
committee might wish to insert language which would clearly eliminate ‘‘excess 
acreage’ from the determination of the 3-year average acreage to be used as the 
basis for apportioning type increases to States and farms. 

S. 742 meets the principal objectives of the Department of Agriculture insofar 
as peanut legislation is concerned and subject to consideration of the items men- 
tioned above, the Department recommends that the bill be enacted. 

There is urgent necessity for early action with respect to peanut legislation 
which would permit the increase of allotments for States and farms producing 
Virginia- and Valencia-type peanuts because the allotments determined pursuant 
to existing legislation have been reduced substantially below the acreage required 
to obtain production sufficient to meet the demand. 

In view of the subsequent request, we are submitting this report without 
awaiting advice from the Bureau of the Budget as to the relationship of the pro- 
posed legislation to the program of the President. 

Sincerely, 


Cuares F, Brannan, Secretary 
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FiLormwa PEANUT AND FEED PLAnts, 
High Springs, Fla., February 6, 1951. 
Hon. Spessarp HoLuanp, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Senator Houuanp: I wrote you on February 1, enclosing a proposed 
bill which I thought would serve the growers of the State of Florida to a better 
advantage. At that time I asked you to give me to the end of this week so I 
would have time to discuss this proposed bill with some of the growers in this 
territory. 

After discussing this matter with them we came to the opinion that the proposed 
bill that J furnished to you would serve to a much better advantage. 

Trusting that you will be able to get this bill passed, and any additional informa- 
tion that I can furnish you will be glad to do so. 

With kindest personal regards, I remain, 

Sincerely, 
FLORIDA PEANUT AND FEED PLANTs, 
Georeia Peanut Co., Lessee. 
J. Bennett But.Ler, Manager. 


To Permit THE TRANSFER OF PEANUT ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


That section 358 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 is amended by 
inserting at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(e) Any part of the acreage allotted to individual farms in any county under 
the provisions of this section which will not be planted to peanuts for harvest may 
be voluntarily surrendered to the county committee for the current year prior to 
the normal planting date for peanuts in the county. The county committee may 
reapportion such released acreage to other eligible farms in the same county to 
the extent necessary to provide such farms as nearly as possible with fair and 
reasonable allotments on the basis of land, labor, equipment, crop rotation prac- 
tices, and other physical factors affecting the production of peanuts. The farms 
for which the peanut acreage allotment is released for the current year will be 
considered as being eligible for a peanut acreage allotment as an old peanut farm 
until a period of three consecutive years have elapsed during which no peanuts 
in excess of one acre were grown for picking or threshing on the farm.” 


Camitua, Ga., February 15, 1951. 
James M. KENDALL, 
Assistant Chief Clerk, Senate Agriculture Committee: 

Replying to your telegram of February 12, 1951. On January 8 the board of 
directors of GFA Peanut Association participated in the Farm Bureau meeting 
at the Raleigh Hotel in Washington and unanimously voted approval of the 
peanut bill as ok ae in that meeting. After returning home and studying the 
matter more thoroughly, the board is still in favor of such a bill. This bill was 
thoroughly debated on the 8th and nothing has transpired since that would cause 
any substantial change in the thinking of the officials of the GFA Peanut Associa- 
tion. Since this telegram expresses the opinion of GFA Peanut Association, the 
board does not deem it necessary for any: member of the association to appear 
and testify. We appreciate very much your calling this matter to our attention 
as we are vitally interested in this subject matter. 


W. B. Craw ey, President. 
E. K. Harrewi, Manager. 
GFA PEanut ASSOCIATION. 
The CuHarrMan. The first witness this morning is Mr. Woolley, 
Deputy Administrator of the Production and Marketing Adminis- 
tration, United States Department of Agriculture. 
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STATEMENT OF FRANK K. WOOLLEY, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION ; GEORGE L. 
PRICHARD, DIRECTOR, FATS AND OILS BRANCH, PMA; GEORGE 
A. PARKS, JR., PROGRAM ANALYSIS DIVISION, FATS AND OILS 
BRANCH, PMA; AND JOSEPH A. MOSS, OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Woouuey. Mr. Chairman, [ have with me this morning from 
the Department Mr. George L. Prichard, who is the Director of the 
Fats and Oils Branch, which is the branch of the Production and 
Marketing Administration handling the work with respect to pea- 
nuts; and also Mr. George A. Parks, Jr., who is on Mr. Prichard’s 
staff, and Mr. Joseph A. Moss of the Solicitor’s Office of the Depart- 
ment. These gentlemen will be glad to assist me in answering any 
questions that you might have. 

I am pleased to appear before this committee to give the views of 
the Department of Agriculture regarding peanut legislation, specific- 
ally, S. 742, introduced by Senator Hoey. The Department has 
filed a formal report with the chairman of this committee. 

First, I would like to state that we in the Department of Agriculture 
feel there is an immediate and urgent need for amending peanut legis- 
lation to permit the production of larger quantities of Virginia- and 
Valencia-type peanuts which have been in short supply during the 
past two seasons. Any legislation which might require or permit 
increased allotments for these types of peanuts for 1951 or which in 
any way would revise other State-acreage allotments already deter- 
mined and announced for 1951 will no doubt involve considerable 
work, particularly in the State and county offices in redetermining 
farm-acreage allotments. Therefore, any new legislation involving 
peanuts for 1951 should be enacted as soon as possible since it is 
important to peanut producers that any increase in allotments for 
1951 be made as far as possible before planting time in order to per- 
mit farmers to plan their operations and obtain necessary seed, fer- 
tilizer, and equipment. 

On December 8, 1950, the Department of Agriculture submitted a 
proposed bill to both Houses of Congress to amend the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended. This bill was designed to incor- 
porate the desirable features of H. R. 9109, Eighty-first Corigress, and 
to eliminate what we understood were the principal objections of the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry to certain provisions 
of H. R. 9109. As we interpret S. 742, it differs from the Department 
proposal in only two major respects insofar as the determination of 
acreage allotments are concerned. These differences are: first, S. 742 
provides that increases in State acreage allotments resulting from allot- 
ments already announced for 1951 will be considered in determining 
State acreage allotments for future years, whereas under the Depart- 
ment proposal, these increases would not be considered in determining 
State acreage allotments after 1951, and second, S. 742 makes allot- 
ment increases by type permissive and subjéct to determinations by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, whereas under the Department proposal, 
increases for Virginia- and Valencia-type peanuts are mandatory and 
automatic. Also, S. 742 limits type increases only to the extent that 
the allotment for any State may not be increased above the 1947 har- 
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vested acreage of peanuts in the State. Under the Department bill, 
the automatic and mandatory allotment increases for Virginia- and 
Valencia-type peanuts would limit increases to the extent that no 
State acreage allotment would be increased above its 1941 acreage 
allotment, which, incidentally, is smaller than the 1947 allotment. 

The Cuarrman. Now, Mr. Woolley, is it your opinion that if we 
were to limit the acreage to the 1941 allotment it would not give ample 
acreage to provide for all the edible peanuts that the market can 
handle? 

Mr. Woo tey. All peanuts are edible, but I presume you are 
referring to Virginia and Valencia peanuts and the evidence is rather 
clear that under present circumstances it might not. Therefore, to 
that extent, we believe that the 1947 harvested acreage is a better 
provision than the one we suggested. We also think, however, that 
the provision in H. R. 2615, that has been introduced in the House but 
has not been passed as yet, in which they do not put any limit on it, 
is a more desirable one than either one of these two proposals I have 
reference to. 

The Cuarrman. To what extent would the 1947 provision increase 
the acreage over the 1941 provision? 

Mr. Woou.ey. Perhaps it would be better, Mr. Chairman, if we 
would wait and go through those statistics that I have offered in these 
tables, because we would get into an involved argument. This is the 
beginning of that type of discussion, so if it would be all right with you, 
we will just go ahead. 

However, in answer to your question, for the three major States, 
North Carolina, Virginia, and Tennessee, the 1947 acreage totaled 
approximately 459,000 acres compared with a total 1941 allotment of 
371,567 acres. 

The Department has no objection to the method of apportioning the 
national acreage allotment to States as provided for in 5. 742, although 
it would result in some differences in State acreage allotments for 1952 
and subsequent years from those which would be determined under 
the Department proposal. They are very, very minor, however. The 
important point is that under S. 742, and also the Department of 
Agriculture proposal, the national acreage allotment actually de- 
termined for years subsequent to 1951 will not be exceeded in making 
initial apportionments to the States. 

Senator ANDERSON. Just what does that mean? 

Mr. Woou.ey. That means you increase the base but you do not 
increase the allotment as is provided for in H. R. 2615. The net 
effect of H. R. 2615, which is the one that has been introduced in the 
House, is to add to the amount of acreage in the runner area and the 
Spanish area, whereas, this does not do that, neither one of these bills 
do that. 

The CuarrmMan. Do I understand that both bills increase the over- 
all acreage of peanuts so as to obtain more of the edible type? 

Mr. Woout.iey. Both the Department proposal and S. 742 do that, 
and also H. R. 2615. The real question is whether or not you increase 
the runners also, and there is a minimum of increase in runners both 
in S. 742 and the Department proposal. 

Senator A1ken. Is there any legislation at all on the books which 
permits the Department to increase the quotas during an emergency? 
There is as to price, but is there as to acreage? 
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a Woottey. The circumstances do not warrant our taking them 
off. 

Senator Arken. You are cutting more off one than off some other 
t f 

Mr. Woostey. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. Your answer to, Senator Aiken’s question is 
there is no legislation on the books which permits you to increase the 
quota even in amr e ency? 

Mr. Woottey. I will ask Mr. Moss to answer that. 

Mr. Moss. The law itself authorizes the Secretary to increase the 
national quota—and that includes all types—if he finds that, because 
of increased foreign demand, or because of a national emergency, such 
an increase should be made. 

Senator Aiken. That is under the AAA Act, the old law? 

Mr. Moss. Yes. 

Mr. Wooututey. You understand we would have to increase the 
runners and Virginias equally the same. We would have to increase 
all peanuts. We could not increase the Virginias without increasing 
the runners also. 

Senator Jounston. You have to determine first whether there is a 
need for an increase? 

Mr. Woo.tuey. Yes. My answer to that is we must make a 
determination that there is a need for increased production of peanuts 
all taken together by all types. 

Senator Aiken. Who makes that determination? 

Mr. Woot.ey. The Secretary of Agriculture would make it. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, under the law as it now stands there 
would be no way to increase the growing of edible peanuts unless other 
types are also increased? 

Mr. Moss. All types, yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right. 

Mr. Wootiey. We do not approve of legislation which would 
increase the national allotment and marketing quota year after year 
except for types which otherwise would be in short supply. The 
increases which the Department objects to would increase the quan- 
tity of peanuts which the Commodity Credit Corporation will be 
required to purchase and dispose of at a loss to the Corporation. 

However, I think I should add right there we recognize that this 
is a very difficult question, to bring about equity among the various 
States, and we would not object to a small increase, on a reasonable 
basis, in order to compromise differences that exist between States, 
but we do not think it should be anything that would result in an 
unusual burden on Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Senator Arken. Will the increase in the general types of fats and 
oils eliminate the likelihood of loss on the oil peanuts this coming 
season? 

Mr. Woot.ey. The current situation, as I understand it, is that 
last year we lost the equivalent of about $100 a ton on farmers’ stock 
peanuts, and this year we are running at the rate of about $40 a ton. 

Senator Ture. Mr. Woolley, what did it cost Commodity Credit 
to finance the entire peanut crop that had to be acquired? 

Mr. Woo .tey. Last year’s losses of Commodity Credit Corporation 
were approximately $40,000,000. 

Senator Ture. $40,000,000 on peanuts? 
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Mr. Woot.ey. That is on the 1949 crop. 

Senator Toye. Have you suffered a loss on the 1950 crop? 

Mr. Woout.ey. We anticipate our loss on the 1950 crop will amount 
to nearly $20,000,000. 

Senator Arxen. In giving those figures you are not making any 
allowance for peanuts taken off of the market by the ECA or the 
armed services? 

Mr. Woottey. As I understood the Senator’s question, it had to do 
directly with respect to Commodity Credit Corporation. The 
answer is ‘“‘Yes.”’ 

Senator Tuyz. Was there much that was turned over to the ECA? 

Mr. Wooutuey. Nota great deal. I believe I gave Senator Anderson 
a statement on that sometime back. I think it is unfair, in the 
abstract, to say everything that went through ECA necessarily consti- 
tuted a subsidy to peanuts. It helps peanuts and it has the effect of 
supporting the price, but if you take that attitude with respect to 
peanuts you have to take it with respect to everything else that ECA 
ships abroad. 

Senator Tuyx. That is true, but even when we suffered that much 
loss on the runner type of peanut we were short of the edible type, or 
the jumbo type peanut. We had a program that had a couple of 
flat spots in it. We were short of the type of peanut that the candy 
processor was looking for, in a higher cost level than was reasonable, 
but at the same time we were compelled to suffer a loss on the oil-type 
peanuts. Some of us have recognized it and have complained about 
that in the past two or three years. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Woolley, could you give us the losses sustained 
by the Government on each type of these peanuts? 

Mr. Woot.ey. No, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Have you got it separated? 

Mr. Woot.ey. No. 

The Caarrman. How much losses, if any, were sustained by the 
Government on the edible type of peanuts? 

Mr. Woo.t.tey. We can give you what our oil losses were on the 
Virginia-type peanuts, which are the No. 2 peanuts. In fact, we 
supplied that for the record in the House. I have it right here, Mr. 
Chairman, and I will be glad to give it to you. 

The Caarrman. The reason I am asking the question is that I 
have heard from many sides that if the grading of these edible peanuts 
is permitted to the extent that the market can absorb it, the Govern- 
ment will not lose a dime. Is that true or is it not true? 

Mr. Woottey. No, that is not right. Under the law we are now, in 
the program the way it is presently designed, supporting all merchant- 
able peanuts, and when we support all merchantable peanuts, that in- 
cludes some of the lower-quality Virginia peanuts that go into oil, 
that do not go into the edible trade, and we do lose something on those. 
So to the extent we increase the production of Virginia peanuts we will 
have some losses with respect to oil. 

The CuarrmMan. Are you able to give us for the record the propor- 
tionate losses on the oil type peanuts, and the edibles, the ones you are 
now asking that we increase? 

Mr. Woo.uey. Yes. This gives you some appreciation of it. 
Shelled peanuts purchased through the No. 2 program, which is a pro- 
gram for diversion to oil, follows: Virginia-Carolina area—which is 
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the Virginia type—we purchased 17,870,000 pounds of the 1950 crop 
through February 3, 1951. 

The Cuarrman. Why did you do that? Was it more profitable to 
the farmers to let the Government take them over than to sell them to 
the market? 

Senator Aiken. Was it profitable to the shellers? 

The Cuarrman. I would like him to answer my question first. I 
would like to explore that. 

Senator Arken. He can answer both of those questions. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. The answer is when you agree to support all of the 
edible or marketable peanuts, then one year you may have a higher 
percentage of the No. 2 peanuts than you do in another year, and de- 
pending upon what percentage you have in No. 2 peanuts, then you 
have that much oil. It runs higher and lower, depending upon the 
crop year that you go to. 

Senator HoLttanp. May I ask him a question? 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Senator HoLtLanp. Your answer means No. 2 peanuts, even of the 
Virginia type, are not acceptable to the candy trade and the high-class 
trade, they want the No. 1 Virginia peanuts, is that correct? 

Mr. Woo..ey. That is correct, the No. 1 or better grades. 

Senator HoLtanp. Well, your No. 2 jumbo peanuts, or Virginia 
peanuts, do not move to the preferred trade but they are bought in by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation and diverted to the oil mills, 1s 
that correct? 

Mr. Woo.tey. No, sir. The jumbo peanuts—as they are sepa- 
rated from the other types of Virginia peanuts—all of them move into 
the edible trade. It is only the residue of the Virginia type peanuts 
that goes into oil. 

Senator HoLtLanp. What is the jumbo peanut? Is it a grade or a 
variety? 

Mr. Woottey. It is a grade of peanut, and only the Virginia pea- 
nuts produce the Jumbo as a grade. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. The Jumbo is a grade and not a variety. It is 
the No. 1 grade of the Virginia variety, is that it? 

Mr. Wooutey. It is the highest grade. 

Senator A1ken. Could you tell us something about the report that 
shellers made more handling the lower grade peanuts than they did 
in handling the higher grade? 

Senator HoLtanp. Mr. Chairman, if I may ask one more question, 
I will be through, if you don’t mind waiting. 

Senator ArkeNn. Very well. 

Senator Hotianp. Yes say 17,000,000 pounds of the second grade, 
Virginia peanuts, the grade under Jumbo, were bought by the Com- 
modity Credit, is that correct? 

Mr. Woou.ey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Anperson. What was the total crop? 

Mr. Woottey. The total crop in that year? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes, how much of it was second grade? 

The CHarrmMan. What percentage of it? 

Mr. Woo.tuiey. That is a very, very small percentage of the total 
crop. 

The CuarrmMan. You mean of edible peanuts? 
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Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

The Caarrman. What percent was the 17,000,000 pounds of the 
entire production of the edible peanuts? 

Mr. Woo..ey. Just a second and I can give it to you. It is a 
very small percentage of the edible type peanuts. 

The Cuarrman. If you do not have the figures available now will 
you kindly put them at this point in the record? 

Mr. Woo..ey. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. Mr. Woolley, I ought to explain the reason for 
my question. 

The CuarrmMan. Senator Holland, are you through? 

Senator HoLuaNnp. Yes, I yield to Senator Anderson. I wanted to 
develop this question so we can see just how this program has affected 
the large peanuts. We want to be fair to them. I would like to 
know how much loss the Commodity Credit Corporation has suffered, 
and the question of Senator Anderson simply brought out one of those 
details and I yielded for that purpose. 

Mr. Woo.tey. If you will let me give the rest of the figures it will 
probably clear it up. It is slightly more than 10 percent of the total 
No. 2 shelled peanuts that we had as the result of the 1950 purchases. 
This is a report on the quantity of peanut purchases through Feb- 
ruary 3, 1951 by the Commodity Credit Corporation from the 1950 
crop of peanuts, and it was 17,870,000 from the Virginia-Carolina 
area. It was 108,733,000 from the southeast area and 28,860,000 
from the southwest area or a total for the United States of 155,463,000. 
So only 17,870,000 was 4rom the Virginia-Carolina type peanuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. How much was that of the total peanut crop? 

Mr. Woo ttey. I am trying to remember that figure. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. Mr. Woolley, since you have approached it the 
way you have, let me nail that figure down. 

Mr. Woottey. All right. 

Senator HoLLanp. As I understand it now, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation purchases of No. 2 peanuts, both Virginia peanuts and 
all peanuts, of the 1950 crop, up to the date in 1951 that you men- 
tioned, showed 17,000,000 pounds of those No. 2’s to come from the 
Virginia area. 

Mr. Woout.ey. That is correct. 

Senator HoLuanp. And all of the rest, the total being one hundred 
and fifty million-odd, including the 17,000,000, to have come from 
all other areas of the Nation; is that correct? 

Mr. Woo.ttey. That is correct. 

Senator Hotitanp. Then the Virginia No. 2’s comprise something 
like 12 percent of the total; is that correct? 

Mr. Woo ttey. I think 11 percent would be a little closer. 

Senator HOLLAND. 11 to 12 percent. 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

Senator HoLuanp. Now, the question that Senator Anderson 
asked you was what percentage of the Virginia production constituted 
No. 2 peanuts which were bought by Commodity Credit. Can you 
now give us that figure. 

Mr. Woo t.ey. I do not have that figure with me. I will have to 
supply that for the record. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Chairman, I understand that Mr. Woolley 
will supply that figure for the record, which will show the percentage 
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of the total Virginia production which is represented by the 17,000,000 
pounds of No. 2 of the Virginia production acquired by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation. You will furnish that figure, will you? 

Mr. Woo ttey. I will be happy to. 

(The information referred to appears at the end of Mr. Woolley’s 
testimony.) 

Senator HoLLanp. One more question. Have you completed your 
disposition of Commodity Credit acquired 1949 peanuts so that your 
$40,000,000 loss is the ‘total figure? 

Mr. Woo.tey. Yes, sir, that is the approximate figure. 

Senator HoLuanp. In other words, $40,000,000 is the total loss of 
Commodity Credit from the price support program for peanuts of all 
kinds for the 1949 production year; is that right? 

Mr. Woo..ey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator ANpeRson. What about the section 32 funds? 

Mr. Woou.ey. He said the Commodity Credit Corporation price 
support. 

Senator Hotianp. All right. Then the next question would be 
how much loss, if any, needs to be added to that $40,000,000 to reflect 
peanuts handled under the section 32 funds, or peanuts disposed of 
under ECA? 

Mr. Woo .tey. I gave a very detailed statement on this to Senator 
Anderson. These are the latest figures I have, but they are not in 
exactly the same form as I gave them to him, but the figures we have 
show that we had an export program in 1950 on the 1949 crop which 
amounted to $4,559,192. 

Senator HoLLanp. Now, may I bring this out: That was a 
subsidy and that was the complete loss, was it, the $4,559,000? 

Mr. Woot.ey. That was the subsidization of the export of peanuts 
and was not a charge against Commodity Credit Corporation, and 
was carried out under that provision of section 32 relating to our 
matching any amount that another Government agency puts up for 
the exportation of a commodity. 

Senator Hotitanp. But will you answer my question? That was 
a complete loss? That represents a loss, does it not? That is a 
subsidy pure and simple? 

Mr. Woottey. I do not like to characterize it as a loss. It is an 
expenditure under section 32 to export peanuts, in the acquisition of 
foreign markets, which we think does not constitute a complete loss. 
We think it is doing the American farmer a lot of good to acquire those 
markets over there. You can add it to our Commodity Credit 
Corporation loss in one way, in thinking about it, but that is predicated 
on the assumption that everything we spend under section 32 is a 
complete loss, and I do not like to characterize it as a loss. 

Senator HoLLtanp. To state it another way, when the $4,559,192 
was spend under section 32, or out of section 32 funds, to subsidize 
the export of No. 2 peanuts, there were not any peanuts acquired by 
Commodity Credit Corporation, or any other value acquired, unless 
it be good will that might possibly come out of the expansion of foreign 
markets; is that correct? 

Mr. Woottey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. All right. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Woolley, would you be able to answer this 
question for me: Suppose we were to pass a bill in order to permit the 








PEANUT MARKETING QUOTAS AND ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 15 


drawing of all edible peanuts necessary to fill the demands of the mar- 
ket, how much of the quantity of peanuts produced would have to be 
subsidized? What percentage, in other words, would go into oil? I 
would like to get that straight. I have heard from many centers, 
on the floor and off the floor, that if we permit the growing of all the 
edible peanuts necessary, that it will not cost the Government a dime. 
I would like to explore that. In other words, what is the consump- 
tion requirement in.pounds, let us say, for edible peanuts? 

Mr. Wouizar. Well, the way we measure what the situation is in 
respect to edible peanuts is that there is a tremendous spread between 
the price of the edible peanuts and the oil peanuts. All peanuts are 
edible, but the price of premium grade Virginia peanuts is in excess of 
the support price as well as the price for other types of peanuts. 

The Cuarrman. The price to whom? To the consumer? 

Mr. Woou.ey. That is correct. 

The Cuarrman. And how about the Government subsidy? That 
does not come in there, does it? 

Mr. Woout.ey. The Government subsidy has nothing to do with 
the price of the premium grade Virginia peanuts at all. 

The Cuarrman. Can you tell us in round figures how many pea- 
nuts are necessary to be grown to support the market demand for 
edible peanuts; that is, the type that we are now seeking to grow? 

Mr. Woo tey. I will ask Mr. Parks to answer that. 

Mr. Parks. Our national marketing quota for all types of peanuts 
is 650,000 tons, and for the Virginia and Valencia types, we do not 
have that figure broken down at the nioment. I think we could give 
you a good approximation for the record. 

The Cuarrman. The Department is coming here before us and is 
suggesting to us that we ought to permit the growing of so many pea- 
nuts for edible purposes, that is, of the Virginia type. Do you know 
what that is? 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. What we do know, Mr. Chairman, is that in 1950 
the law provided for the 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Woolley, we are not considering the law of 
1950. What I would like to find out is, suppose you were asked to 
permit the growing of so many pounds of edible peanuts, of the 
Virginia type, so as to meet the market demands, how many pounds 
would you require? That is what I would like to find out. I think 
it is a simple question. Can’t you tell us about it? 

Mr. Wootuey. We don’t know the direct answer to that question 
in the terms that you have put it. What we do know is we have not 
produced in excess of what the market would take at prices which 
were very much higher in 1950, and in 1950 we produced in excess 
of what we produced in 1941. So that is the reason we make the 
statement that we believe that you ought to have a provision in the 
law that will permit the Secretary of Agriculture to make a determi- 
nation, to arrive at an answer to the question each year, and then go 
ahead and permit acreage which will bring about the production of 
that many peanuts. 

The Cuarrman. I was under the impression when you come to us 
and request that we increase this acreage, that you must have a 
figure to support it. 

Mr. Woo.t.tey. We would have to make a determination. We 
have not made that determination. 
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The Cuarrman. If you can do it, I wish you would make an 
estimate of what the Department thinks ought to be grown, that is, 
the amount of poundage that the market could absorb, and then 
the next question would be how much of the entire amount grown 
would to into oil that would be subsidized by the Government. 

Mr. Woo.tey. That would vary from year to year, Mr. Chairman, 
depending upon the circumstances. 

Senator Aiken. May I ask a question, Mr. Wooley. Is the margin 
to the shellers and handlers the same for oil peanuts as for No. 1 
peanuts, either No. 1 or No. 2, or the runner type? 

Mr. Wooury. I would like to have Mr. Prichard answer that 
question. 

Senator Arken. I am asking that because the report has been 
prevalent that shellers could make more by diverting more peanuts 
into the oil crop, and therefore they had not been grading as closely 
as they might have. 

Mr. Pricuarp. I will answer it this way, Senator: We have no 
exact data on the margin for peanuts that the shellers and crushers 
handle. 

Senator Arken. You do handle the peanut crop through the 
shellers? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We do take the surplus production, that is, the 
surplus of edible demand, off the market by purchasing the so-called 
No. 2 peanuts from shellers, and these purchases are made at a price 
which we believe is cheaper to CCC than purchasing and handling an 
equivalent quantity in the form of farmers stock. 

Senator Arken. That is not the question. The question is, does 
the sheller make more money on No. 2 peanuts than handling the 
No. 1 peanut? 

Mr. PricHarp. I was coming to that. We buy the No. 2 peanuts at 
a price which is cheaper to CCC than it would be to buy the farmers 
stock directly from the farmer, to warehouse and sell the farmers 
stock peanuts for crushing. I think that in itself answers the question 
whether the sheller makes more off of shelling No. 2 than No. 

Senator ANDERSON. Not at all. 

Senator Arken. It does not even start to answer the question. The 
question is, does the sheller make more in handling No. 2 peanuts 
than he does in handling No. 1. The reports that I get—-and I have 
some reason to believe that there is some degree of accuracy to them 
indicate that the sheller has made more money by diverting peanuts 
to oil. In fact, the figures are something like $10 a ton profit on the 
oil peanuts and $4 on the edible peanuts. I do not recall that exactly 
and I would not want that to be taken as gospel. 

Mr. Pricnarp. | would like to see those figures. We do not have 
anything to substantiate it. 

Senator AnpERsON. Do you know whether he does or does not? 

Mr. Pricnarp. No; Senator. 

Senator ANperson. Let us ask the next question. 

Mr. Pricuarp. We have no exact information. 1 am giving vou 
my idea and my idea only. 

Senator Arken. Isn’t it important to know whether vou are making 
such terms with the handlers and shellers that they are encouraged to 
divert more peanuts which might otherwise be edible to the oil type? 
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Mr. Pricuarp. I think we will have to go into two things there, 
Up to the 1950 crop our surplus was so large that the primary point 
of consideration was what was cheapest to Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration. For 1950, you may recall, our original crop report was much 
smaller than it finally turned out to be. 

Senator Arxen. If the shellers made twice as much by diverting 
peanuts to oil from the edible market, would not that accentuate the 
shortage in the peanut crop for the edible trade? 

Mr. Pricuarp. I was going to answer that, Senator. For the 1950 
crop, which was a much smaller crop as originally estimated, we 
limited the quantity of No. 2 peanuts that we would buy from any 
sheller. That limitation was based upon the estimated surplus of the 
crop. The crop report has gone up and up. 

Senator Aiken. What was the percentage of the crop that you would 
consider No. 2 peanuts? ‘ What was the maximum? 

Mr. Pricnarp. I would have go give you that. It varies by types. 
Do you have the limitation on No. 2? 

Mr. Parks. No. 

Mr. Pricnarp. I can supply that. It has been increased once, and 
I think we will increase it some more, because of the increase in crop. 

Senator A1rken. What was that increase in percentage? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is an increase in pounds for each 1,000 pounds 
of No. 1 sold into the edible trade. 

Senator Aiken. What would that be? Some of your men must have 
some idea on the percentage that you would accept as No. 2 peanuts. 
I take it that that was a maximum percentage. 

Mr. Pricuarp. That was the maximum. 

Senator Arken. Was it 25 percent? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is an increase by pounds. Then we have also 
increased it by agreeing to buy so many pounds of No. 2 peanuts for 
each ton of farmers’ stock which the sheller purchased. 

Senator ArkeN. Suppose the farmer raised all No. 1 peanuts? I 
don’t know what percentage of them are No. 1, but suppose the cro 
was nearly all No. 1, or maybe half No. 2, would your percentage still 
hold? 

Mr. Pricuarp. I think I should make it clear to you at this point, 
Senator, that these No. 2’s are not always what is graded strictly out 
as No. 2 quality. It represents the surplus nuts in the form of shelled 
nuts rather than in the form of farmer stock. 

Senator Arken. There has been no surplus in the Virginia-Carolina 
peanuts, there is no excuse for getting any of those, except the strictly 
No. 2, in the oil peanuts. 

Mr. Pricnarp. That is right. 

Senator Taye. The No. 2, are they illustrated here in these three 
boxes [indicating]? 

Mr. Pricuarp. No. 

Senator Toye. Would the No. 2 be a broken, cracked peanut, or 
off-size peanut? 

Mr. Pricuarp. The damaged, shriveled and broken or split peanuts. 

Senator ANpERSON. Have you found out yet how much of the crop 
that is? 

Mr. Pricnarp. No, sir; we do not have that yet. We are getting 
those figures in now on the grade certificate for the crop. 
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Senator AnpEerson. Could not you telephone and get it? 

Mr. Pricwarp. Yes. 

Senator ANpeRsoN. The point I am trying to get to is this: On the 
Virginia-Carolina peanuts the loss was just under $5,000,000 on 
379,000 acres, or an average loss of $13.02 per acre, which was higher 
than the loss on the Valencia per acre, where they were apparently 
moved into the shelling area, into the crushing area. Now, ion did 

ou happen to lose $13 an acre when you were only picking up the 

0. 2? Were there that many No. 2 among their peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Yes; I think that is right. 

Senator Anperson. If you had taken off all this, then the farmer 
must have had quite a little in No. 2 peanuts. 

Senator Aiken. What is the price of No. 2 peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. You mean, what do we pay or what is the value? 

Senator Aiken. What do you pay to incur this $13 per acre loss? 

Mr. Pricnarp. We pay a varying price. It averages about 15% 
or 15% cents a pound. 

Senator Aiken. For No. 2 peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. For No. 2 peanuts. That is what we pay. 

Senator Toye. What is the average yield per acre? You have 
given us the price at 15 cents a pound. What is the average yield 
per acre? How many pounds of peanuts do you normally get per 
acre? 

Senator ANperRsoNn. He gets about 1,000 pounds per acre. 

Mr. Woo.tey. It was less than that. The 1949 crop was 804 
pounds per acre. 

Senator ANperson. Of Virginia-Carolina peanuts? 

Mr. Wooutey. This is all peanuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. The question was, what is the average Virginia- 
Carolina outturn per acre. 

Mr. Parks. The 1939-48 average in the principal Virginia produc- 
ing areas was 1,159 pounds of farmer stock peanuts per acre. 

Senator ANnperson. In 1949 it was way over 1,000 pounds, wasn’t 
it? 

Mr. Parks. The 1949 crop was 1,169 pounds, and the 1950 crep 
was 1,217 pounds. 

Senator ANperson. That is right. 

Senator Arxen. That is, about 7 or 8 percent of the crop is No. 2, 
if it cost $13 an acre at 15 cents a pound. 

Senator Hottanp.Mr. Chairman, the figures he introduced. a 
while ago indicated he was buying from 11 to 12 percent of the crop 
of the Virginia-type peanuts. Is that correct, Mr. Woolley? 

Mr. Woot.ey. That is 11 to 12 percent of all of the No. 2 we bought 
were Virginia-type peanuts. 

Senator Hotianp. What is the percentage of the Virginia-type 
peanuts? Have you got that figure yet? 

Mr. Pricuarp. The 1950 crop was 473,290,000 pounds, farmers’ 
stock. 

Senator ANpeRsoN. Virginia-Carolina peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is in the principal area of Virginia-Carolina. 

Senator ANDERSON. How much of that did you dispose of in 
pounds. Seventeen million pounds? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Roughly 17,000,000. 

Mr. Woot.ey. Almost 18,000,000. 
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Mr. Pricnarp. That is equivalent to approximately 24,000,000 
pounds of farmer stock, if you convert them. 

Senator ANDERSON. Which is about 5 or 6 percent. 

Senator ArkeNn. Two or three percent? 

Senator ANpEerRson. About 5 percent. 

Mr. Wooutey. Ten percent would be 47,000,000, so 24,000,000 
would be about 5 percent. 

Senator ANDERSON. So only 5 percent of the farmers’ crop was bad, 
is that correct. Five percent was damaged, or inforior, or whatever 
you want to call it? 

Mr. Woottey. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Five percent of his crop was No. 2, and we lost 
$13 an acre on that 5 percent of his crop, is that correct? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Is the $13 figure the 1950 figure? 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. This is the December 15 figure which is in the 
Congressional Record. The loss in the western area was only $11 
an acre. 

Mr. Pricuarp. This is the 1949 crop. 

Senator ANDERSON. I realize that, and you can’t give me the figures 
for 1950, because you haven’t sold them yet. So we are dealing with 
the only figures we can deal with. Can we deal with the 1950 figures? 

Mr. Pricuarp. No. 

Senator HoLuanp. The 1949 figures were the figures from which 
the 17,000,000 was derived? 

Mr. Pricuarp. No, the 17,000,000, Senator, was the 1950 poundage. 

Senator ANDERSON. May we have the 1949 figure for No. 2 peanuts? 

Mr. Woo.tey. We will be glad to give you that. What we brought 
you is the figures they asked us for in the House. 

Senator ANDERSON. You have supplied a table, which has been put 
in the record, supplied in the letter of December 15, by Mr. Lionel C, 
Holm, which shows there were three losses that were listed in table 1 
of his letter, which figure up to the $40,000,000 loss that you have 
given us. Of that $4,933,070 came from the Virginia-Carolina area, 
which represented a loss per acre of $13.02 for every acre of peanuts 
grown. That only represents 5 percent of the crop. I assume we are 
to understand from that that the farmer harvested 95 percent of his 
crop, and disposed of it on the regular channels, into the peanut trade. 
How much did he get for that? What was the price when he sold the 
peanuts as regular No. 1 peanuts? 

Mr. Woouuey. The price for Virginia-type shelled peanuts from 
the 1949 crop was as high as 28 cents. 

Senator ANDERSON. It is an average of around 25 cents, or 23 cents, 
something of that nature, that he got for them. 

Mr. Woo.tey. The figure I have in mind is that the price ranged 
all the way from 18 to 28 cents. Just as to how you would weight that, 
I don’t know, whether it comes out 22 or 23 cents, somewhere in there. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. I am trying to get to the question that Senator 
Ellender raised, as to whether or not you can run this program so it 
will not cost the Government anything. My understanding is they 
raise as much as 1,000 pounds of peanuts, and they get about $225 
to $250 an acre, and we bought the No. 2 peanuts, and on those we 
lost $13 an acre. What did we pay the farmer for the No. 2 peanuts? 

Mr. Woou.ey. The price support in 1949? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 
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Mr. Woot.ey. The price support level was 10.5 cents per pound. 

Senator Arken. Is that the No. 2 peanuts? 

Mr. Woo..ey. That was for all of his marketable peanuts. 

Mr. Pricuarp. The farmer’s stock peanuts. 

Mr. Woou.ey. The farmer’s stock peanuts. 

Senator Arken. What did you pay for the oil peanuts? Has there 
been any change in the method of handling the peanuts between the 
1949 and the 1950 crops? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Not in principle, no. There was no upward adjust- 
ment in price for No. 2 peanuts. In fact, the CCC price for No. 2 
Virginia-type peanuts from the 1950 crop is less than for the 1949 crop. 

Senator Anperson. If this bill is passed that we are discussing 
here, that is to increase the acreage of Virginia-Carolina peanuts, for 
every acre you increase, you are going to add so much more to the 
cost for the No. 2 peanuts. 

Mr. Woout.ey. Not necessarily, because the crop is determined by 
weather conditions. You may have a lot of shriveled peanuts one 
year, or No. 2 peanuts, and the next year you may have very few. 

The CuarrmMan. There will be a loss every year of some kind. It 
is just the degree of loss that you are describing now? 

Mr. Woo ey. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. May I ask one question there? Why cannot No. 2 
peanuts be used the same as No. 2 commercial potatoes, and cut the 
subsidy out altogether? 

Senator A1ken. Why are you required, in the ordinary course of 
events to buy the peanuts which are the worthless part of the crop? 
Since 95 percent are good, why are you required to buy the 5 percent? 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. There is the farmer stock on the one hand, and the 
shellers on the other hand. 

Mr. Pricnarp. The reason for buying No. 2, or the reason for 
buying any surplus is the fact that, because of the minimum acreage 
allotment specified in the law, we had a big surplus of peanuts in total, 
and we used what was the most economic method of removing the 
surplus, and making a better quality product available in the edible 
channel. The whole thing was based on the fact that we had a tre- 
mendous surplus of peanuts, and the law gave us no distinction be- 
tween types of peanuts. 

Senator A1rkeN. Were we obliged to buy the unmarketable peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We were obliged to support the farmer at 90 per- 
cent of parity on peanuts. 

Senator ANpERSON. That is the point, 90 percent of parity. He 
got 1,200 pounds of peanuts, or 1,100, something like that, and 95 
percent of them brought way above parity, and 5 percent were 
a drug on the market. Do you have to go in then and support 
that 5 percent? 

Mr. Pricuarp. The point I want to make, Senator Anderson- 

Senator Anpgerson. If I can get an answer to that, I would appre- 
ciate it. 

Mr. Woou.ey. The answer is ‘“‘Yes,’’ in this respect: We have no 
prerogative to say, whenever a person is offering something, that we 
will give him support on a certain portion only, we have the responsi- 
bility of supporting what he offers. 

Senator ANDERSON. Suppose we have a support program on eggs 
and he sells grade A eggs above the market, and he has a lot of bad 
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eggs, or a lower grade of eggs, are we required to support the remainder 
only? Are we required to support the lower grade eggs? Or to get 
to another case, if we have a support program on corn, and he has a 
lot of very good corn, and sells a tremendous lot of very good corn at 
high prices, and he has a little moist corn, can he sell the good corn 
above parity and then get support on the moist corn? 

Mr. Woot.ey. No. 

Senator ANprERsON. That is the question we have here. If you do 
it in peanuts, why don’t you do it in corn? 

Mr. Woo tey. I think Mr. Prichard will explain how the program 
works. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is the question I want answered, and if 
you gan answer it, it would-be wonderful. 

Mr. Pricuarp. We were faced with a tremendous surplus of 
peanuts in total. We had a minimum acreage specified by the Con- 
gress, 2,200,000 acres, and we had to support the price to the farmer, 
we were obligated to, on the production from the 2,200,000 acres. 

I do not think No. 2 peanuts which is a grade applying to shelled 
peanuts should be confused with lower grades of corn, for example. 
All peanuts are marketed by the farmer in the form of farmers’ stock 
in the hull and regardless of types or grade of the farmers’ stock, they 
all contain varying percentages of the different grades of shelled 
peanuts, including No. 2’s. 

We took, as I pointed out, steps that we think, and I think we can 
prove, were the cheapest to Commodity Credit Corporation. When 
we deal with peanuts in total, we have to consider the No. 2 Virginias 
in relation to the runner and Spanish, where we had big surpluses. 

Senator ANDERSON. Did you: have a market for every pound of 
those No. 2 peanuts, if you wanted to put them some place besides 
crushing? 

Mr. icesihan. No, sir; not at prices equal to or above the price 
paid by CCC. 

Senator ANperson. If they were willing to pay 28 cents for No. 1, 
do you suppose anybody was willing to pay more than 10 cents for 
No. 2? 

Mr. Pricuarp. I can answer that this way: We paid somewhere 
around 15 cents for the No. 2. 

Senator Arken. What did you sell them for? 

Mr. Pricuarp. At varying prices, depending on the oil and meal 
markets. 

Senator Arken. Did you go down to 5 cents? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Not that low, I don’t believe, Senator. 

Senator Toye. May I ask a question at this point? If you paid 
15 cents for those No. 2, and the trade making candy and making 
edible food products needed the peanuts, did you have a buyer who 
was willing to take the No. 2 at the 15 cents that you had paid? 
Did you endeavor to find a buyer, or did you just divert them to the 
oil presser and get oil out of it, without knowing that the trade was 
willing to pay you 15 cents for the peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We diverted it because there was no place for the 
sheller to sell it except to us. Had there been another buyer that 
would pay them more, the other buyer would have gotten those 
peanuts. 








22 PEANUT MARKETING QUOTAS AND ACREAGE ALLOTMENTS 


Senator Ture. It is obvious that the processor had the peanuts, 
and you purchased the peanuts because you paid him what he asked, 
and he made oil and cake, and it was the most convenient thing for 
him to do. But the man that made candy and the man that was 
making edible food products, he could not find any peanuts, and did 
not have the peanuts offered to him. I think you missed out on that 
particular transaction. 

Mr. Pricuarp. I don’t believe so, with the surplus conditions. we 
had prevailing then, Senator. 

Senator Ture. We did not have a surplus in the edible peanuts. 
Every processor I came in contact with last year said he was forced 
to go on the market and buy all the peanuts he could get his hands on, 
in order to secure a sufficient supply of peanuts. The processors toid 
me, and I have files full of their letters, that they were short of the 
edible peanuts, the Jumbo Virginia peanuts. If that was the case, 
and you permitted the processor to put some of the peanuts into oil 
and cake, I think you missed on it. 

Mr. Pricuarp. We have not put the Virginia premium grade 
peanuts into oil and meal. 

Senator Ture. I did not mean premium peanuts. You paid 15 
cents for No. 2, or for that which did not classify as No. 1, or did not 
classify as the premium peanuts. You bought them in at 15 cents, and 
you did not ascertain whether the processor was willing to pay you 
15 cents, and use it for edible purposes. You just let the processor go 
ahead and make oil and eake out of them, and you’paid the deficit. 

Mr. Pricuarp. It was obvious there was no market for that quality 
of peanut. 

Senator Taye. But the trade was asking for it. 

Mr. Pricnarp. I haven’t heard the trade asking for the No. 2 
peanuts. The trade was asking for the better grade of peanuts. 

Senator ANperson. Have you any information that they were not 
asking for it? As Senator Thye has pointed out, we have endless 
letters from people who wanted to obtain that type of peanut and 
they could not get them. 

Mr. Pricuarp. Senator, we have not had that type of complaint 
from anyone. I think I am correct in saying to you the No. 2 pro- 

ram, the removal of that quality peanut has Geen recommended to us 
y all segments of the peanut trade. I think there are some shellers 
and others present who can speak on that question. 

Senator ANDERSON. Did we get an answer to this question: When 
95 percent of the crop is sold at prices above parity, and you are in a 
90-percent-support program, is there the obligation to support the 
balance of the crop? 

Mr. Pricnarp. I thought I answered that, Senator, that we had 
big surpluses, and we were removing the surplus in the form of poor 
quality peanuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. I wanted an answer to that question. Can’t 
the Solicitor’s office answer: When 95 percent of the crop is moved at 
far above parity, and your obligation is to give only a 90 percent of 
parity support, must you then take off that 5 percent of inferior 
peanuts? 

Mr. Moss. I cannot answer that question. 

Senator ANperRson. Why not? 

Mr. Moss. I do not work on the price-support program. 
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Mr. Woo ttey. I can answer that, Senator Anderson. You know 
that the law requires us to announce the price-support program as far 
in advance of the planting season as we can. 

Senator ANpEerson. That is right. 

Mr. Woo ttey. In order that the farmer can plan his operation, in 
order that he may know what he can count on, we have to devise the 
7a aye héfore the crop is planted, before it begins to be marketed. 

f the crop turns out to be in short supply of the premium-type 
nuts, we would have no way, at the setting of the program, to 
gure out any such thing as that. 

Senator ANpERsoN. You have to support enough of the crop so 
that the farmer gets 90 percent across the board, but you do not have 
to guarantee him 105 percent, do you, under the law? 

Mr. Woo ey. I don’t know how we can rig up the program at the 
outset to say to a producer that “If you have a market for your 
peanuts that is higher than the price support, and the amount you 
market equals the amount you want to turn over to us, we won’t give 
you any support on the amount you want to turn over to us.” I 
don’t know how to rig a program like that. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Let me ask you a question. Has there ever 
been a potato program where you did that? 

Mr. Woot.ey. Where we did what? 

Senator Anderson: Where you supported the No. 1’s only, and 
let the No. 2 go? 

Mr. Woottey. Well, of course, potatoes is one thing, and peanuts 
is something else. 

Senator ANDERSON. Now, has there ever been a corn program where 
you did that? 

Mr. Wooutey. Oh, yes. You take the corn program, many times 
a farmer would be able to sell his corn and still at the same time put a 
ap of it under loan, and the net effect would be, if you add up what 

e sold plus what he put up under loan, he got more than 90 percent. 

Senator ANpERsON. And there is criticism of the program on the 
part of the farmers themselves. 

Mr. Woo tey. I don’t think it is justifiable criticism. 

Senator A1rken. Do you think you should take hail-struck tobacco 
off the market at 90 percent of parity, just because it is not marketable? 

Mr. Woottey. No. 

Senator Arken. Or do you think you should loan 90 percent on 
No. 4 corn? 

Mr. Woottey. No, sir. 

Senator Arken. And you never buy cull potatoes? 

Mr. Woot.ey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Arxken. Then why do you buy the peanuts? 

Mr. Woo tey. In the first place, the situation in edible peanuts 
was such that the supply was way in excess of the demand for total 
edible peanuts, because the runner-type peanut is edible, but the 
trade does not want the runner-type peanut. What you have to do 
is you have to increase your percentage of No. 2 in order to run your 
sheller-type program. That is all that is involved there. We know of 
no better way of handling the program than handling it through the 
crushers and shellers. We thought about storing peanuts in exactly 
the same way that we store wheat and corn, but there are not the 
storage facilities available there, and we have never been able to 
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work out a program on that basis. It is purely because of the facilities 
available for the marketing of peanuts that we have this program for 
the handling of peanuts. 

Senator Ture. Mr. Woolley, have you ever asked anyone whether 
you would be authorized to construct storage facilities for peanuts the 
same as for corn and wheat? In other words, you took the avenue 
that seemed to be charted for you here, and just went down that 
avenue merrily. You do not do the same thing in corn, because you 
can’t take the corn that is high in moisture. 

Mr. Woot.ey. You have to take into account the normal market- 
ing of corn. Long before we ever had a farm program, you put the 
corn in the crib as a normal operation of procuring the market, and 
getting it ready for feeding. Peanuts had never been handled on 
that basis. Only a very few farmers store peanuts the same way 
you store corn. 

Senator Aiken. Would you object if we wrote into the law a pro- 
vision that completely unmarketable peanuts would not be eligible 
for price support? Would that not be fair? 

Mr. Pricnarp. May I make a point on that? I think we are con- 
fusing No. 2 peanuts which come from the shelling plant, with eligi- 
bility of the support on farmer’s stock peanuts in the form that the 
farmer markets them. To be eligible for price support, the farmer’s 
peanuts must be merchantable peanuts. This No. 2 peanut program 
is merely a device for removing the surpluses, the cheapest way to 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. It was installed when we had 
big surpluses; it was continued when those surpluses were continued 
by minimum acreage allotments. 

Senator A1ken. The question is, if it is fair for peanuts, it is fair 
for other crops. 

Mr. Pricuarp. This does not go to the farmer. We would not 
support the farmer on the inferior grade of peanuts, for example, any 
more than we would support the corn farmer on the inferior grade of 
corn. 

Senator Aiken. You support the sheller? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We are supporting the farmer. We use the No, 2 
device, as I tried to make clear, when we had a tremendous surplus 
of peanuts in total. During the last 2 years we had a tremendous 
surplus of peanuts, a paradox of a tremendous surplus of peanuts, and 
at the same time a shortage of the Virginia and Valencia types. 

Senator ANDERSON. Would you say the No. 2 Virginia are not sal- 
able as peanuts, that they have to be crushed for oil? 

Mr. Pricuarp. No, sir; I would not say they are not salable, I do 
not claim that. No. 2 peanuts ordinarily are salable at a discount, 
but they are an inferior quality. 

Senator ANDERSON. That would have relieved the shortage a bit. 

Mr. Pricuarp. They are the ones that compete in the market place 
with the runner and Spanish, where we had the tremendous surpluses. 
By taking off the inferior quality, we made a better quality of all types 
of peanuts available to the edible trade. 

Senator Ture. I would like to call your attention to the fact that 
the processor was begging for any type of edible peanuts. It was 
your decision to give him a better quality, and to turn to the proces- 
sor, the crusher, a peanut which did not come up to that No. 1 quality, 
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or No. 1 grade, and you suffered a loss on your decision to put a 
better quality on the market, when the trade was asking for it. 

Mr. Pricuarp. Let me see if I can clarify that, Senator. We made 
our decision, as Mr. Woolley pointed out, early in the year. We had 
to do that, in order to get our commitment to the farmer. Secondly, 
had there been any demand in the trade for that type of peanut, they 
would not have let them go to the Commodity Credit Corporation at 
the price we specified. 

Senator Toye. Wasn’t that peanut going right into the crusher and 
made into oil and peanut meal, and the food processor never had an 
opportunity to bid on that peanut? 

Mr. Pricnarp. No, sir; that is not true. The user of the peanut 
had every opportunity to buy from the sheller, and no doubt the 
sheller would have sold it to him had there been a market for the 

eanut. Throughout the 1949 crop, so far as I know, there were few, 
if any, sales of No. 2 Virginia type peanuts to the edible trade. There 
have been some from the 1950 crop, which is to me clear proof that if 
there is a demand for the nut, it will move, and not come to Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. 

Senator Arken. Mr. Woolley, I would like to ask you a question. 
Did the sheller make more money by selling to you than he would 
by selling to the trade? 

Mr. Woot.ey. Mr. Prichard can answer that question. 

Mr. Pricuarp. I don’t think so. 

Senator Arken. Why didn’t he sell to the trade, if he could make 
more money? 

Mr. Woo ttey. I think there are people here that know the answer 
much better than we do. 

Senator ANpEerson. If that is true, will you tell us what this arrange- 
ment is now, that has been changed, so now you agree to take 1,100 
pounds out of every ton of farmer’s stock peanuts? Did you make 
such an agreement recently with the southeastern peanut shellers, 
under which the Department agrees to take 1,100 pounds of No. 2 and 
runner type of peanuts out of every ton of farmer stock peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That does not sound like the right figure tome. Do 
you have the percentage there? 

Senator ANpEeRSON. No; I haven’t. 

Mr. Pricnarp. That is one that my memory is not quite clear on at 
the moment. 

Senator ANDERSON. You used to take 700 pounds, didn’t you? 

Mr. Pricnarp. We took without limitation up to the 1950 crop. 
There was no limit on the No. 2 peanuts. As you may recall, the crop 
report started out at 839,000 tons, and it is now over a million tons for 
the 1950 crop, so the need for the limitation, as well as the quantity 
under the limitation has about evaporated. We have increased it 
twice, and I can’t give you the exact figure, because one limitation is 
based upon the pounds of No. 1 peanuts sold to the edible trade, and 
the other is on the farmer’s stock purchases from the farmer by the 
sheller. 

Senator ANpErson. Is it true that the same thing is happening here 
that happened on potatoes, that when you restricted the acreage they 
used additional devices to get a larger out-turn? Was the 1950 crop 
in a class by itself, as far as the out-turn was concerned? 
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Mr. Pricuarp. Yes; the yields went up for 1950. 

Senator ANpeRson. Are they continuing to use increased amounts 
of fertilizer for the 1951 crops, so that the acreage limitations are 
again likely to be ineffective? 

Mr. Pricuarp. I did not get the last part of the question on the 
acreage limitation. 

Senator Anperson. Will the yield for 1951, do you think, be ap 
again this year? 

Mr. Pricuarp. It is likely to be higher. again, given.good weather 
conditions. 

Senator Arken. How much of that is due to shifting to less desirable 
varieties? That is an important factor. How much of that is due to 
shifting to runner-type peanuts? It runs 1,000 pounds per acre on 
the runner type, or even more than that. 

Mr. Pricwarp. Yes, it runs more than that. 

Senator Ho.Lianp. I would like to ask one question to make it 
clear in the record. Do we understand that in the 1949 and 1950 
crops your purchases of No. 2 peanuts were really surplus removal 
purchases, and they affected the purchase of peanuts that were 
actually No. 2, or under-grade, off-grade peanuts only in the Virginia- 
Carolina area but cover the purchases of much more than the under- 
grade amounts of peanuts’in all the rest of the producing areas? 

Mr. Woo.ey. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. What percentage of the total production of 
the other areas, if you have it, was purchased by Commodity Credit? 

Mr. Woottey. I gave you the figures. The amount of purchases to 
February 3, 1951, of the 1950 crop, by areas and broken down by 
types, I think I gave you those figures for the Virginia-Carolina type, 
which was 17,870,000 pounds, and for the total southeast area it is 
108,733,000, runner 95,934,000, Spanish 12,730,000, and Virginia 
29,000 in the southeast area, and in the southwest area it was a total 
of Spanish type 28,860,000 making a total for the United States of 
155,463,000 pounds. 

Senator HoLtanp. What percentage of the production outside of 
the Virginia-Carolina area was ean Mal designated as No. 2, but 
really used as a device to remove the surplus? 

Mr. Woo..ey. I would not be able to give you that figure mght 
off-hand, Senator. I might be able to obtain it for you. 

Senator Hotianp. Isn’t it a fact, except in the Virginia-Carolina 
area, the amounts purchased were largely No. 1 peanuts produced in 
those areas? 

Mr. Wootuey. What was the question? 

Senator Houianp. Is it a fact that except for the Virginia-Carolina 
area, the amounts purchased were largely first-grade peanuts in those 
particular areas? 

Mr. Woot.ey. I would not be able to say that they were first grade, 
but I would say they are definitely edible peanuts, and would not 
have gone into oil, except for the fact there was no edible demand for 
that type of peanut. 

Senator HoLtanpb. Or putting it in another way, the purchases, 
except in the Virginia-Carolina area were not confined to the off-grade 
peanuts; is that correct? 

Mr. Woot.ey. That is correct? 
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Senator Hotianp. But most of the peanuts purchased were the 
best-grade peanuts produced in those other areas; is that correct? 

Mr. Woou.ey. We purchased a large quantity of the other type of 
peanut. I would say most of those we purchased would not be off- 
grade. The percentage of off-grade toast probably be about the same 
percentage that the Virginias would be. 

Senator Aiken. Were they ed at all, or did you simply box 
them and sell them to the crushers? 

Mr. Wooutey. To my knowledge, they were all graded. 

Mr. Pricnarp. Yes; they were graded. Of course, they did contain 
a large pagan: of the No. 1 type peanut. 

Senator Hotuanp. Then your answer to my question is ‘‘yes,”’ that 
most of the peanuts bought out of the Virginia-Carolina area were of 
the top-grade production for those other areas. 

Mr. Pricwarp. Outside of the Virginia area? 

Senator HoLLanp. Outside of the Virginia-Carolina. 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is right. I would like to add to that, all of 
those purchases were because of the surplus over the edible demand. 

Senator Hottanp. Have you prepared a table showing the total 
purchases in each of the areas in production in 1949 and 1950, and 
to date, and the grades and the amount of the purchases in each 
area? 

Mr. Woouiey. We do not have it by grade. We could supply that 
for the record, I think. 

Senator Hotuanp. I ask that it be supplied. 

Mr. Pricnuarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLuanp. I don’t think it is impossible to fix some figure 
indicating that this was a surplus disposal, and not a purchase of 
damaged or undergrade peanuts in all areas other than the Virginia- 
Carolina area. I don’t think it is impossible—it should not be—to 
indicate what proportion of the amount purchased in all other areas 
except the Virginia-Carolina area represent high-grade and what 
proportion represent undergrade peanuts. 

Mr. Pricuarp. I think we can make an approximation. I do not 
—_ to leave the idea we had a grade determination that could be 

ied. 
nator HoLuanp. I ask that you supply that for the record. 

(The information referred to appears at the end of Mr. Woolley’s 
testimony.) 

Senator A1rken. Under the law permitting the grower to exceed: his 
quota in producing peanuts for oil, isn’t the production of that 
acreage in excess of his quota segregated from the production of the 
quota acres, or do you handle that? That applies to the 1950 crop 
only, | believe. 

Mr. Woo..ey. The oil-acreage provision is not limited to 1950. 

Senator AIKEN. ae is that handled? 

Mr. Pricnarp. I did not get the question. 

Senator Arken. Under the provision of the law which permite 
the grower to exceed his quota so long as he sells the excess for oil, 
on the oil market, is the production of those particular acres segre- 
gated, or how is it handled? 

Mr. Pricnarp. It is not. One of the main complaints we had 
under the original oil program was the requirement that the producers 
had to split the loads of peanuts. 
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Senator Arken. Can you handle that satisfactorily? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We are handling it, I hope, satisfactorily. 

Senator ANDERSON. How are you handling it if you don’t split it? 
The law says you must split it. 

Mr. Pricuarp. No; the law does not. 

Senator ANpERSON. Oh, yes; the law says it shall be set aside and 
you shall make a separate accounting of the loss to the Treasury. 

Mr. Pricuarp. That does not say the producer must split the load, 
Senator. 

Senator ANDERSON. How do you handle it? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We maintain separate accounts, and we, of course, 
identify that part of the load which represents oil peanuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. And you sell it separately? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Not the specific peanuts. We sell other peanuts 
against the excess oil peanuts delivered by farmers to designated 
agencies. 

Senator AIKEN. Suppose we have a man that has a quota of 80 
acres, and he plants 100 acres, and raises 20 acres of excess peanuts. 
Are those 20 acres the 20 acres on which he exceeded his quota, and 
the 20 acres on which he raised the peanuts that go into oil? 

Mr. Pricuarp. No, sir. 

Senator ArkEN. How do you know? What is there to hinder their 
planting excessive acreage, and then simply failing to harvest the 
acres that do not turn out well, and in that way get around the quota 
law, at least to an extent? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Well, that is inherent in the quota law, Senator. 
The peanuts count against the acreage allotment only when harvested, 
picked, and threshed for nuts. In your example, let us assume he 
picked the entire 100 acres. Then we do not say a particular 20 acres 
represents his excess; we say 20 percent of each quantity of peanuts 
he markets was excess peanuts. 

Senator Arken. Under the quota law, it is the acres harvested and 
not the acres planted; am I right about that? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Yes. 

_ Senator Arken. You simply designate the number of acres that 
can be harvested, and they get the 90-percent support, and you do not 
limit the number of acres planted? 

Mr. Pricuarp. The number of acres harvested on each farm is 
limited by law to the 1947 acres. If he goes over that, he cannot 
deliver the excess peanuts at oil prices. He must pay the quota 
penalty on the excess. 

Senator Arken. Under the law passed last year, it permits him to 
market the excess production for oil. 

Mr. Pricnarp. Only if the 1947 farm acreage is not exceeded. 

Senator ArkeNn. It still leaves the 1947 acres as the maximum? 

Mr. Pricwarp. On a farm basis. 

‘ Senator Arken. That was the high acreage year? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Yes; that was the high acreage year. 

Senator HoLtianp. Let me see if I can bring this out by an illustra- 
tion, if | may, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Proceed. 

Senator HoLLaNp. Suppose a farmer would have had 80 acres under 
the 1949 quota, and suppose that his 1947 quota was 100 acres, and 
suppose he also fed some peanuts in the ground to hogs; suppose he 
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planted 120 acres. Now, you actually measure it up and allow him 
to harvest 100 acres of peanuts; is that correct? 

Mr..Pricuarp. If he wants to; yes. 

Senater Hotianp. If he wants to harvest up to 100 acres, he could 
do so, and you would take four-fifths of that amount harvested under 
the regular support program? 

Mr. Pricwarp. That is right. 

Senator Hotitanp. And allow him to market one-fifth of it under 
the oil-only program, and not at a loss to the Government? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is right. 

Senator HoLianp. And you will allow him to feed the rest in the 
ground? 

Mr. Pricwarp. Yes. 

Senator HoLianp. As a matter of fact, you have nothing to do with 
that except to see if is not harvested? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is right. 

Senator HoLitanp. You allow him to feed in the ground that 
other 20 acres to his hogs? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is right. 

Senator HoLttanp. And you do not find any particular problem at 
all in breaking up the four-fifths and one-fifth, so that the four-fifths 
is covered by the regular support program and the other one-fifth 
moves to the mills? 

Mr. Pricuarp. We found some problems, but I think we have 
handled it as well as we could under a program of that kind. I think 
we will be able to improve on it in the operation of 1951. 

Senator ANpDERsoN. What price are you getting for the excess 
peanuts that you are selling out ef your own stock? 

Mr. Pricnarp. I cannot give you the exact answer, but it was 
between J3.and 13' cents on the last sale. 

Senator ANDERSON. What price are you getting for the farmers’ 
excess peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. The same thing. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. Then they are all handled the same? 

Mr. Pricuarp. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. They are all handled together? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. You are not supporting the excess peanuts? 

Mr. Pricnarp. We are crediting against purchases of excess oil 
peanuts the average we get on all the sales. 

The CHarrMan. To what extent do you think this excess for oil 
depresses the price of the other peanuts? 

Mr. Pricuarp. I could not give you an answer on that. 

The CuarrMan. I remember during the debate it was said it would 
not affect the market at all. 1 think it goes without saying it does 
affect the market. 

Mr. Pricuarp. I think the answer is, “Your total supply deter- 
mines the market, and you add into the total supply all segments of 
the total.” 

The CHarrMaANn. Will you proceed with your statement, sir? 

Mr. Woottery. Whenever we prepare figures for you gentlemen on 
the basis of What we turn into the House, we always make a mistake. 
They always care about the acreage there. 

The Caarrman. They do not care about the dollars; do they? 
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Mr. Woo..ey. Yes; they do. So we came prepared to talk about 
acreages. 

The Department also agrees with the intent of the proposed sub- 
section (C) (2) as contained in S. 742 which would permit increasing 
allotments for individual types of peanuts when it is determined that 
increases are needed in order to meet the edible demand for such types. 
Also, we believe that if a limitation is needed the 1947 average picked 
and threshed would be an acceptable limit to which individual State 
allotments could be increased under this provision. However, this 
subsection as written places the authority and responsibility for type 
increases with the Secretary of Agriculture, and we would prefer 
that the legislation contain specific provisions for increasing the 
allotment for Virginia- and Valencia-type peanuts in much the same 
way as proposed in our letter of December 8, 1950. If legislation 
should be enacted placing this authority with the Secretary’ of Agri- 
culture as provided in S. 742, the Department of Agriculture will 
administer the provision to the best of its ability on the basis of its 
analysis of the supply and demand for the various types of peanuts. 
Irrespective of the method that is developed as the basis for increasing 
allotments for types of peanuts in short supply, we believe it extremely 
important that some type of legislation be enacted as soon as possible 
which will permit such increases. 

In order for this committee to review the possible effects of various 
bills which have been introduced. I have brought several tables which 
have been distributed to members of the committee. These tables 
are designed to show the approximate State and national allotments 
for peanuts for 1951 and 1952 under existing legislation, S. 742, H. R. 
2615, H. R. 9109, Eighty-first Congress, the Farm Bureau Proposal, 
H. R. 40, and the proposal of the Department of Agriculture. 

The Cuarrman. At this point in the record the tables will be made 
a part of the record, without objection. 

(The tables referred to are as follow:) 
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Mr. Woo.tey. The calculations shown on the tables distributed 
are preliminary and subject, particularly those showing approximate 
increases which would be made in allotments for Virginia and Valencia 
type peanuts under the variouS proposals and the allotmerits shown 
for 1952. For example, on the table labeled “Peanuts: Indicated 
1951 acreage allotments under S. 742”—and I would hasten to add 
there are a large number of tables there, and you have to be care- 
ful which one you are looking at, because they have a great deal 
of similarity in many respects—an increase of 62,843 acres: in allot- 
ments for Virginia and Valencia type peanuts has been apportioned 
in column 9 for ease of comparison with the approximate increases 
which would be brought about by the Department: of Agriculture 
proposal. However, much larger increases are permitted under the 
“type”’ provision of S. 742; in fact, individual State allotments could 
be increased to equal the 1947 harvested acreage for the State as 
shown in column 8 of the table. H. R. 2615 would permit “type” 
increases without any limitation and circumstances may arise in the 
future which would make this desirable. 

For 1952, State acreage allotments, excluding possible increases 
under the “‘type’’ provision of S. 742, would be determined through a 
pro rata apportionment of the national acreage allotment to States 
on the basis of the entries in column 7 of the attached table relating 
to S. 742. Under the Department proposal, State acreage allotments 
for 1952 and subsequent years, excluding increases for Virginia and 
Valencia types, would be determined by apportioning the national 
acreage allotment to States on the basis of the entries shown in 
column 5 of the table relating to S. 742. 

In summation, I would like to say that the Department of Agri- 
culture has two basic objectives insofar as peanut legislation is con- 
cerned. We would like to see legislation enacted to provide specific 
means of establishing allotments for Virginia- and Valencia-type pea- 
nuts, or any other types which might become in short supply, sufficient 
to resuli in a production of these types adequate to meet the demand 
for cleaning and shelling purposes. 

We co not approve of apportionment methods which would increase 
the acreage allotment for any type of peanuts above the estimated 
demand for such types. 

I would like to point out again the urgent necessity for early action 
to permit the increase of allotments for States and farms producing 
Virgmia- and Valencia-type peanuts. As the situation now stands, 
the Government is in an untenable position since, pursuant ‘to existing 
legislation, the 1951 acreage allotments for Virginia- and Valencia-type 
peanuts have been reduced substantially below the acreage required 
to obtain production sufficient to meet demand. Although I have 
not attempted to do so in this statement, I should be glad to discuss 
and explain the tables which have been distributed to you, and also 
any other items pertaining to the question of peanut legislation. 

he provisions of S. 742 and H. R. 2615, as well as the legislation 
suggested by the Department, are so substantially similar that it 
would be a mistake not to enact one of these bills promptly. 

Senator Arken. I notice the Department of Agriculture recommen- 
dation would result in almost exactly the same acreage as recom- 
mended by the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Woouttey. That is correct. It is strictly a question of details 
of arithmetic. 


awe 
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The CuarrMan. Are there any questions? 

Senator Ho.iianp. I would like to ask this question. The so- 
called oil. type of peanuts were stepped up very largely during World 
War II in volume of production at the request of the Government. 

Mr. Wooutuey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hontanv. Is there any program now underway for again 
stepping up that type of production in connection with the present 
defense effort? 

Mr. Woout.iey. We feel that the present fats and oil situation, as 
far as the United States is concerned, is such that we are not war- 
ranted in producing peanuts-for oil on a subsidized basis. We think 
we can get our oil requirements much more efficiently and cheaply 
through the production of soybeans, and we think this prospective 
1951 planting of cotton will produce an abundant supply of cotton- 
seed, which also.will be a more economical way of producing oil than 
from peanuts. 

i@ Senator Houtianp. Is that another way of saying you see no place 
in the present defense picture for any increased production of oil 
peanuts? 

Mr. Woou.ey. At this time, that is correct and I want to make it 
clear that I am referring to subsidized production. 

Senator Hory. The main thing, as I understand it, the main pur- 
pose of this legislation is to increase the acreage for the Virginia and 
Valencia type, which is in short supply and which does not meet the 
demand. 

Mr. Woo.t.ey. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HorrXnp. Let me ask one more question on that. Does 
the Virginia and Valencia type require a price-support program to 
assure its prosperity? 

Mr. Woout.ey. Today, with the supply and demand situation the 
way it is, you would not need a price support on the Virginia type 
peanuts, but that would not be true over a period of time, I am pretty 
sure. 

Senator Hory. The law does not separate types. 

Mr. Woot.ey. That is correct. 

Senator Aiken. How does the fats and oils situation compare witb 
1941? Are we in a much better position now than we were then? 

Mr. Woout.tey. We have a much larger supply of linseed oil, for 
example, we have practically an entire year’s supply of that on hand. 
We have a production of soybeans at a level which is much higher 
now than it was in 1941. 

Mr. Pricuarp. I would like to say, Senator, at that time—1941— 
we were a defie#t nation and, as such, we were justified in subsidizing 
the production of peanuts and other commodities, to make ourselves 
independent, but now we are a surplus producer. 

Senator Arken. We had to get oil from any source at any cost. 

Mr. Pricnarp. That is right. 

Senator AIkEeN. That is not true at the present time? 

Mr. Pricuarp. That is right. 

The CuHarrmman. Thank you very much, Mr. Woolley. We will 
adjourn to 2-0’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the committee adjourned to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., this same day.) 

(Information requested by the committee is as follows:) 
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Unrtep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
PRopucTION AND MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 
Orrice OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington 25, D. C., February 26, 19651. 
Hon. ALLEN ELLenpDeER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate.. 

Dear Senator Exvvtenper: This letter includes the material we agreed to 
supply for the record of the hearings conducted by the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry on February 19, 1951, on 8, 742, introduced by Senator 
Hoey, to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, with 
respect to peanuts. “ 

he attached table I, Peanuts: Summary of CCC Operations—1949 Crop as 
of December 31, 1950, shows the relationship between the purchases of peanuts 
by CCC and the total production of peanuts by areas. All these purchases have 
been disposed of by CCC. Shelled peanuts purchased under the No. 2 program 
were sold either domestically for crushing or for export for crushing. 

The attached table Il, Peanuts: Purchases by CCC Produced on Quota. Acres— 
1950 Crop, as of February 3, 1951, shows the quantities of “quota” peanuts pur- 
chased by CCC from the 1950 crop through February 3, 1951. The table excludes 

urchases of “excess” peanuts purchased under provisions of Public Law 471, 

ighty-first Congress. Additional purchases will be made as the marketing year 
progresses. 

The Virginia-Carolina area produces the Virginia-type peanuts. Runner and 
southeast Spanish types of peanuts are produced in the southeast area. South- 
west Spanish-type peanuts are produced in the southwest area. A small quantity 
of Virginia-type peanuts are produced in the southeast area and a small quantity 
of Spanish-type peanuts in the Virginia-Carefina area. Stall: quantities of 
Valencia-type peanuts are produced in the Virginia-Carolina area and in the 
southwest area. 

The attached table III, Inventory Transactions, 1948 and 1949 Crop Peanuts— 
All Caoperatives Compared with Growers’ Peanut Cooperative through December 
31, 1950, provides further details. The data for all cooperatives -represent the 
United States total. The data on the Growers’ Peanut Cooperative represent 
the total for the Virginia-Carolina area in which by far the major part of- Virginia 
type peanuts are produced. 

Although no statistics are maintained on the proportion of No. 1 grade of peanuts 
of the 1949 crop going into the No. 2 peanut purchase program, we estimate that 
roughly 35 percent of the No. 1 shelled peanuts in areas other than the Virginia- 
Carolina area went into the No. 2 program. 

In the afternoon session of the committee hearing, it is understood that Senator 
Holland requested information regarding the acreage of peanuts produced in 
1950 under the provisions of Public Law 471, Eighty-first Congress, permitting 
the production of peanuts for oil, and also the quantity of peanuts used for 
commercial edible purposes and the quantity used for oil in relation to total 
production. 

It is not possible at this time to give an accurate figure on the acres of ‘‘excess’’ 
peanuts produced in 1950 under the provisions of Public Law 47i, since this 
information can be developed only on an individual farm basis. Data of this 
type have not yet been completed in the State PMA offices. However, calculated 
on an individual State basis, the 1950 acreage of peanuts picked and threshed 
exceeded State allotments by approximately 129,000 acres. Since some _under- 
planting can be expected on individual farms, it has been assumed that approxi- 
mately 160,000 acres of excess peanuts were produced in 1950 under the provisions 
of Public Law 471. 

In order to supply the information requested regarding the quantity of peanuts 
used for domestic commercial use and for oil in relation to total production, we 
are submitting the attached table IV, Peanuts: Comparison of. Production, 
Domestic Use for Commercial Edible Purposes, and Peanuts Crushed Domesti- 
cally and Exported for Crushing—Crop Years 1945-49 Average, 1949, and 
Estimated 1950 (Farmers Stock Basis). The domestic commercial edible use of 
yeanuts during the 1950 crop year is currently running somewhat behind 1949 
But ahead of 1948. Therefore, in table IV we have assumed a domestic commer- 
cial edible use of 450,000 tons for 1950 which would represent about 44 pereent 
of 1950 production. 

It is believed that the information contained herein answers all the questions 
for which we were to supply additional information. If we can be of any further 
assistance to you, please do not hesitate to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frank K. Woo.tey, Deputy Administrator. 
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TaBite 1V.—Peanuts: Comparison of production, domestic use for commercial 
edible purposes, and peanuts crushed domestically and exported for crushing— 
crop years 1945-49 average—1949 and estimated 1950 


(Farmers’ stock basis} 








Domestic disap- 








pearance com- | Crushed domesti- eo ay for 
mercial edible cally for oil crushing for oil 
| Produc- | purpeses 
tion ‘ss ee es — ——_—— 
| Percent Percent Percent 
ten of pro- | a of pro- » of pro- 
| duction duction | , | duction 
aM | @ (3) (4) | 6 | (7) 
sipnapiinseaaiteanin . RAG BONAR WANNA G7 Se TERRES: VENSGTE ements 
1,000 tens | 1,000 tons 1,000 tons 1,000 tons | 
1945-49 average 1,048 44 47.1 248 23.7 137 | 13.1 
1949 Yas 451 48.1 302 | 32.2 57 | 6.1 
1950 1,019 2450 44.2 23405 | 39.7 | 2325 2.4 





! Includes about 5 percent oil stock or inedible grade peanuts which are crushed for oil. The tonnages 
shown represent the quantity of farmers’ stock peanuts processed to obtain sufficient quantities of “edible 
grade”’ peanuts to meet domestic use for commercial edible purposes. The oil-stock peanuts are dupli- 
cated in the quantities shown as crushed or exported for crushing but this duplication is necessary in de’el- 
oping detailed peanuts statistics. Excludes exports for edible purposes which averaged 32,000 tons during 
1945-49 but only 8,000 tons in 1949. 

? Estimated. Crushings predicated on no appreciable increase in stocks. 

3 Assuming 135,000 acres of excess peanuts grown for oil of types other than Virginia or Valencia type 
declared in short supply, it is stimated that approximately 50,000 tons of the estimated quantity to 
crushed or exported for crushing will represent excess peanuts. Theremainderwould be peanuts produced 
on quota acreage and would be eligible for price support. 


Source: Fats and Oils Branch, PMA, Program Analysis Division Feb. 26, 1951. 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


The Cuarrman. The meeting will be in order. 

Is Mr. Lynn present? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, sir; right here. 

The Cuarrman. If so, step forward, please. 

All right, Mr. Lynn. Will you state your name in full and your 
present position? 

Mr. Lynn. John C. Lynn, associate director of the Washington 
office of the American Farm Bureau Federation. 

The CuarrmMan. You may proceed, Mr. Lynn. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN C. LYNN, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, WASHING- 
TON OFFICE, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION; MATT 
TRIGGS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON OFFICE, AMERI- 
CAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION; R. FLAKE SHAW, PRESIDENT, 
NORTH CAROLINA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, GREENSBORO, 
N. C.; WILLIAM B. RAWLINGS, VIRGINIA FARM BUREAU FEDERA- 
TION, CAPRON VA.; H. L. WINGATE, PRESIDENT, GEORGIA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION, MACON, GA.; AND JOHN I. TAYLOR, 
PRESIDENT, OKLAHOMA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, OKLA- 
HOMA CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Lynn. If I might state, sir, the list that I have here will 
appear in support of the position we are taking; that is, unless you 
have some questions you would care to ask them, and then you could 
call upon them for a statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose these people step forward here, all of 
them. Are they all in the audience? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, sir. Here they are, sir, Mr. Triggs, Mr. Shaw, 
Mr. Rawlings, Mr. Wingate, and Mr. Taylor. 

The CHArRMAN. Suppose you gentlemen sit at the end over there. 
I guess we will have a few more Senators coming out this afternoon, 
or I hope so, anyhow. 

All right, proceed, sir. 

Mr. Lynn. The American Farm Bureau Federation, recognizing 
the need for revision of the present peanut marketing quota legisla- 
tion, has made several attempts to develop, with producer representa- 
tives, satisfactory recommendations to accomplish the needed changes 
in this legislation. 

At the request of producer representatives, the American Farm 
Bureau Federation board of directors authorized the calling of a meet- 
ing on January 8, 1951, for the purpose of developing recommenda- 
tions for revision of peanut marketing quota legislation that could be 
agreed to by peanut producers from the various States. 

The meeting was well attended by a representative group of peanut 
producers from each of the major peanut-producing States. A list 
of those in attendance at the meeting is attached hereto for your 
information. 

At this meeting unanimous agreement was reached on the following 
major points: 

1. That legislation in this session of Congress and prior to the 1951 
planting season is imperative. 

2. That present legislation should be amended to insure that pro- 
duction of peanuts af tree in short supply will be adequate to meet 
the demand for such types. 

3. That the formula for allocating the national peanut allotment 
among the States should include as a basis for such allocation (1) 
the average acreage of peanuts during the period 1945-49 and (2) 
the 1950 allotments prior to Public Law 471. 

4. That provisions should be made for the transfer of unused 
acreage allotment. 
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The bill under consideration by this committee, 8. 742, accomplishes 
all the objectives outlined above. We therefore recommend its 
approval. 

he House Committee on Agriculture recently approved a_ bill, 
H. R. 2615, which is similar in most of its provisions to S. 742. Of the 
two bills we favor S. 742 as more nearly representnig the agreement 
of producers as outlined above. 

he major differences between the two bills are as follows: 

1. H. R. 2615 would involve increasing the 1951 national peanut 
acreage allotment already announced by an additional 79,083 acres, 
plus whatever is required to increase the allotment for types in short 
supply. S. 742 would increase the 1951 allotment by only 34,900 
acres, plus the type adjustment. 

The provisions of H. R. 2615 involve a slightly different distribu- 
tion of the national peanut acreage allotment among the States than 
S. 742. 

3. S. 742 provides a permanent formula for allocating the national 
allotment among the States. H.R. 2615 establishes a formula which 
would be used for a period of 4 years, after which the national allot- 
ment would be divided among the States in accordance with the 
moving average harvested acreage during the preceding 5-year period. 

The CuarrmMan. Are you certain as to the number of acres that 
this would increase under 742, at 34,900? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, sir; that is on table 1, attached to the statement. 

The CHarrman. As I understood in this morning’s testimony, 
perhaps that of Senator Hoey, that the amount it would be increased 
in his bill would be 68,000. 

Senator Hory. That was in some of the other statements; you 
mentioned it to me. 

Mr. Lywn. Sir you understand, this 34,900 is not Virginia-Carolina, 
this is for the other type peanuts. 

Senator Horny. So added together you have 68. 

The Cuarrman. Why do you put it at only 34,900? 

Mr. Lynn. 34,000 is the increase in the areas outside of Virginia 
and Carolina types. 

Senator Taye. 34,900 in other areas? 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator Taye. That is the number of acres? 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator Taye. Do you need an increase, when you have had such 
tremendous surpluses, and you have been floundering around under 
those surpluses, costing the Government millions in losses in the 
omapery program? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, sir 

Senator Ture. It is only the Jumbo peanut, the edible peanut, the 
so-called baseball park peanut that seems to be in short supply. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator Turn. I thought we needed to concern ourselves with that 
more than an increase in the over-all production of oil peanuts. 

Mr. Lynn. That is what we are concerning ourselves with, Senator. 
But the Congress recognized last year that some injustice had been 
done in Alabama and Texas, and saw fit to allocate them 100,000 more 
acres under Public Law 471. Therefore, in trying to look at this 
thing realistically, and hoping to get some agreement, we have taken 
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into consideration that the Congress recognized there was an injustice 
in 1950, and have given Alabama and Texas credit for about one-third 
of that amount in determining the 1951 acreage allotment. 

Senator Tuyr. And that must increase the over-all acreage by 
34,900 acres. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator Taye. Wasn’t there an injustice done to the Treasury of 
the United States, and to the taxpayers, with that additional acreage 
and those additional peanuts. I think your whole economy suffered, 
your oils, your fats, and your lards and tallows, all of that suffered, 

vecause of that surplus oil that came on to the market. 

Senator ANperson. Do you think there is enough justification for 
any increase from the standpoint of demand? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, based on the present situation you would have 
to say no, because there seems to be a surplus of those types of pea- 
nuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. That being true, is there any real reason why, 
in order to get justice for Virginia or Carolina, that the Government 
has to go and pay this extra amount of acreage in order to get justice 
for the jumbo-type peanut? In other words, in order to get an actual 
program that is sound, do you have to give 34,000 acres to somebody 
in order for them to help you get what is plainly a good bill? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, there you put me somewhat on the spot, Senator, 
because I am trying to represent 

Senator ANDERSON. It is a spot the Congress is on, very definitely. 
They are going to be criticized. The same thing that is happening 
now will happen a year from now. They will say: “We lost a whole 
lot of money in the peanut program last year. Why? _ Because 
Congress, when it knew it already had a surplus, voted to have an 
additional surplus.”’ 

The Cuarrman. How can we justify losses of $40,000,000 in 1949 
and over $20,000,000 in 1950, and then add to that? Don’t you see 
that it is going to affect our whole program? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, sir, the American Farm Bureau Federation cer- 
tainly wants to get this peanut program on a pay-as-you-go basis, 
just as quickly as possible. . 

The CHAIRMAN. But you are not doing that. You are aggravating 
the situation. 

Senator ANDERSON. It is going to be a lot worse, because we have 
already seen all the Virginia-Carolina acreage in 1949 cost $13 an 
acre for every acre of peanuts they planted, when the Department 
bought 5 percent only of the crop, just the No. 2’s, 5 percent of the 
crop. 

Now you are going to increase the quotas to the growers another 
25 percent or so, which will give you an extra quantity of No. 2’s. 
That will increase the cost of the Virginia-Carolina program then, 
and because of that you are going to increase the cost in every other 
State, because it is not fair to just increase it in those States, but you 
will have to keep increasing it. Where are you going to stop this thing? 

Mr. Lynn. I would like permission for these producer, State Farm 
Bureau Federation representatives to discuss that point. 

The CuarrMan. Before you make your statement, will you give 
us your name, please? 
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Mr. Wineate. H. L. Wingate, president, Georgia Farm Bureau 
Federation, Macon, Ga. 

Senator, this cost—in other words, it did cost last year, but with 
this 34,000-acre increase under our agreement there, plus the seventy- 
odd thousand or 68,000 that might be increased to bring up the short 
supply of the Virginia-North Carolina types, under this year’s pro- 
gram that we have mapped out, we will still be reducing the acreage 
es 260,000 acres over last year’s production. 

Mr. Lynn. That is in the next paragraph. 

Mr. Winaarte. This is an increase over the regular allotment, that 
34,000 is, but it is to correct this injustice, but this 34,000 increase, 

lus the sixty-eight or sixty-odd thousand increase for the Virginia- 
North Carolina will still lack approximately 260,000 acres of being as 
many peanuts planted this year.as was last year. 

The CuarrMan. That 200,000 acres to which you refer is the acreage 
on which the Government pays in subsidy. 

Mr. Winearte. No, sir. 

The CHatrMan. You are simply permitted to plant it, and the oil 
is extracted and, then the farmers are paid. 

Mr. Wingate. No, sir; this is in the quota acreage. We have cut 
it. This year’s quota acres, after you add the 34,000, and after you 
increase for the short supply of Virginia and North Carolina, then 
still the quota acres will be 260,000 acres less than last year, which will 
take care of this cost. It will not be an expense to the Government. 

The thing that I am afraid of is that we will practically get caught 
in the position that we were in with cotton. 

The Cuatrman. Who is giving up that 200,000 acres to which you 
refer? 

Mr. Wingate. The quota producers. 

Mr. Wynn. It is coming out of the national picture. 

Mr. Winaate. It is coming out of the entire national allotment. 

The Cuarrman. What States are going to be the largest losers? 

Senator ANpERsON. Is there a table that shows? 

Mr. WinaatTe. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpERsOoN. Which table? 

Mr. Lynn. The first one. 

Mr. Winaarte. They all share exactly alike, except we figured this 
34,000 acres to partly compensate for what Alabama and Texas suf- 
fered last year. 

The Cuarrman. Let me ask you this: Suppose we were to permit 
the planting of peanuts in the same amount as were planted last year— 
as contrasted to what is contained in 8S. 742—would the losses to the 
Government be as great, or less? 

Mr. Winaats. The losses to the Government would, in my opinion, 
be less, because the consumption would increase, but you would have 
the same situation if the consumption did not increase during this 
period, you would naturally have the same loss you had last year, 
except this, Senator, we had the heaviest yield belt-wide last year in 
peanuts in the history of the country. 

The CuarrmMan. What caused that? 

Mr. Winaate. It just happened. 

The CuarrMan. You used a lot of fertilizer, and the planting areas, 
and other changes in production. 

Mr. Wrneaarte. In my area, and I am in the real peanut-producing 
area, it had more to do with the weather conditions than anything else. 
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The CHatrMAN. Let me put this question to you: 

I think Mr. Woolley testified this morning that the producers of 
edible peanuts had a very good market for their No. 1’s; as a matter 
of fact, they sold above parity. 

Mr. Lynn. Yes. 

The CHarrRMAN. Since we are in need of the production of more 
edible peanuts, why not let the farmers grow as much as they want 
without protection from the Government? In other words, let the 
sky be the imit. Let them plant them, if the demand is so great as 
they say it is, and not receive the protection, exclude them entirely 
from the program. 

Mr. Lynn. We would hope that the Secretary would increase the 
Virginia-Carolina types to the point where the Government would 
not have to enter into the picture at all. 

The CHarrMan. Except for the No. 2’s. 

Mr. Lynn. Except for the No. 2’s, and that No. 2 program is- 
well, it has a lot of ‘bugs’ in it that we think might be removed. 

The CuarrmMan. Would you see any objection to. the enactment 
of legislation that would remove the Government quotas or any acre- 
age allotments for those who produce these peanuts that are in such 
big demand now? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, peanuts are so interchangeable even though the 
Virginia-Carolina type are the ones that are most edible, this jumbo 
type [indicatingj—they are pretty much interchangeable when it 
comes to peanut butter, oil, and so forth, and I would be afraid 
that we would overproduce these jumbo types very quickly, be- 
cause, for example, in Alabama—— 

The Cuarrman. That was not the evidence presented here. 

As I remember, the last time we held hearings, evidence was pre- 
sented to the effect that land in Virginia, a part of North Carolina, and 
part of South Carolina—I think those were the only three States— 
were the only ones in which you can grow these jumbos and Valencias. 

Mr. Lynn. Alabama, according to their recent experiments, is 
proving that they can grow this type of peanut. 

Senator ANDERSON. Then why don’t they do so? Because it is not 
as profitable as their other type. Isn’t that the answer? 

Mr. Lynn. I think so. 

Senator ANDERSON. In other words, it is better to grow them for the 
Treasury than it is to grow them for the trade, isn’t that the size of it? 

Mr. Lynn. I hope not. 

Senator ANDERSON. Isn’t that the real guts of it. 

Mr. Lynn. It may be. But we certainly are not for that kind of 
legislation. 

Senator ANpERsON. Well, then, why don’t we provide so they can 
grow all of the jumbo type they want, and not give them extra acreage 
of any kind for the other things that cost the Treasury money? 

Mr. Lynn. We provide in our recommendations contained in 742 
that the 1947 acreage be the limit for the jumbo or any type. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why should it be limited, so long as it does not 
supply the demand? 

The Cuarrman. We could not find out what the demand was this 
morning. We don't know how many acres it will take to supply that 
demand. Do you have any estimate of it? 
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Mr. Lynn. The best calculation we can make, and we have to 
depend upon the Department of Agriculture for that, would be about 
90,000 acres increase for the Virginia-Carolina type. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Did they give you that figure? They could not 
give us one this morning. All they could give us was the amount of 
pounds. 

Mr. Lynn. It all comes to the same thing. If they tell us how many 
pounds we can figure how many acres it takes to produce that amount 
of pounds. 

The CHarrMan. Would that be sufficient acreage in the three States 
to make up this 90,000? 

Mr. Lynn, Yes. 

The CHarrmMan. Would there be any excess? 

Mr. Lynn. There are other.acres.that could be used.in addition, to 
that. 

The CuarrMan. For the same kind of peanut? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. Let me ask you another question. Can you give 
us any justification as to why it is that if No. 1 peanuts sell for a 
price that returns to the farmer 90 percent of parity, why we should 
pay the farmer anything on the No. 2’s? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, that No. 2 program, as I understand it, sir, is a 
surplus removal program. 

he CHarrRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. Lynn. That is, the No. 2 peanuts are interchangeable with the 
Spanish and other types that are grown in Georgia and in Alabama. 

The Cuarrman. Interchangeable with what—with oil? 

Mr. Lynn. No, with peanut butter, primarily peanut butter or oil. 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Lynn. Now, if the Government don’t take the No. 2’s out of 
the Virginia-Carolina area, they have just got to take more of the 
peanuts in the Georgia-Alabama area or other States. 

The CuarrMan. Wouldn’t that decrease, to a large extent, the cost 
of operating this program for the Government? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, the Department of Agriculture says, and we have 
to rely on them, sir, for this, that they have manipulated this thing 
so as to cost the Government less in handling the No. 2’s in Virginia 
and Carolina. They say it is a less expensive operation than to 
handle more of the runner type down in Georgia and Alabama. 

Senator ANperRsON. Well, when the program costs $50,000,000 a 
year you can judge for yourself how well they have manipulated it. 

Mr. Lynn. We are not very happy with the way it has gone, 
Senator. 

Senator ANDERSON. It is quite obvious if they would let the No. 2 
peanuts go on the market, instead of dumping them into the grinding- 
up process, you would establish a price. That price, if you got to 
peanut oil, might be effective to this acreage that has been grown, but 
that extra acreage is not moving on the market as the law con- 
templates. 

It was all explained that the extra peanuts would be allowed to 
stand on their own feet in the competitive market, they would bring 
what they could bring separately when sold. 

Now we have them here all lumped together, and the price of all is 
protected by the Department of Agriculture. That was not the pur- 
pose of the George amendment as it was presented on the floor, was it? 
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I mean, they were to be excess peanuts, but there is no excess peanut 
production. 

Mr. Winecate. I think I could answer that. Do you mine, 
Senator? 

Senator AnpEerson. 1: would be happy to have you give me the 
answer. 

Mr. Wineare. | think this, they are lumped together, but they 
have separate records for what we call excess peanuts, there is a 
record of the peanuts produced. That tonnage must be crushed. 
Here is where the misunderstanding comes in. They may have an 
excess of a hundred thousand tons of excess peanuts and put it into the 
edible trade over here, and crush a hundred thousand tons of edible 
peanuts, 

In other, words, you have to balance it off. It is a question of the 
} aa getting out of it the cheapest way they can. Do you see 
that? 

Senator ANpERsON. I think they are getting out the most expensive 
way they can. If they would follow the law, and the explanation of 
the law that was made, they would take the excess payments and only 
act as a marketing agent. 

Mr. Winearte. That is what they are doing, as I understand it. 

Senator Anprerson. The testimony is that they are not doing 
anything of that nature, but the difficulty is that the law, as it was 
drawn, said that the farmer could plant these excess peanuts up to the 
1947 acreage, that the Government would take all of them, would 
market them separately, and return that money to the producer. 

Somebody stopped the Government from doing that. I think that 
is wrong. I mean, I think if they were going to have this provision 
under the law they should live up to what it says. They should all 
be dumped on the market. We said at the time if you did that it 
would break the market for the other No. 2’s you were buying. I 
think it was important to go through with that, to prove that it would 
break the market. 

But for some reason they did not market it that way, because they 
did not want to prove it was true exactly as we said, namely, that they 
would break the market. 

Mr. Winaate. I really think it is a misunderstanding. If you will 
get the Department officials in here, because I certainly checked with 
them, because I have been worried about it—I think where the 
misunderstanding is, is in the transfer. Say I produced a hundred 
tons of excess peanuts down there, and they wanted to use them in 
the edible trade there, and it was cheaper to crush a hundred tons of 
edible grown peanuts over near Alabama somewhere, or over in 
South Carolina. 

I think there is a misunderstanding about that exchange. If they 
are putting them into the market they are definitely not carrying 
out the law. 

I think you will find, if it is clearly understood, that it is just an 
exchange, and they are not actually putting them in there. 

Senator ANpprson. As I understood the testimony this morning, 
and the record will finally review what is right on this thing. The 
Department should first set aside the 80 percent of peanuts if that 
amount had been properly grown, and then 20 percent remained 
that had been grown under section G of the George amendment, 
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so-called, but what they did was to sell the whole 100 percent, and 
return to the farmer his share of the 20 percent, and return to the 
Treasury its proportionate 80 percent of all the peanuts disposed of. 
They are mixed all the way through. 

It was quite clearly presented to us what the Secretary would do: 

All peanuts received under this subsection by such agency shall be sold by 
such agency for three specified purposes. 

My understanding is that not a single peanut is ever separated 
from all the rest of the crop. They are all sold as one large venture, 
including all the quota and nonquota peanuts. 

Do you have any information that there is a differentiation between 
quota and nonquota peanuts? 

Mr. Winaarte. This is the only information I have, that they 
definitely have lined up to crush the total tonnage produced on 
excess peanut acreages. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is right. 

Mr. Winaate. They have not been kept separate, but the tonnage 
will be. 

Mr. Lynn. Well 

Senator ANperRsON. I understand that, but they are all marketed 
right along with the quota peanuts, isn’t that true, Mr. Wingate? 

Mr. Winaate. No, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Where are they marketed differently, then? 

Mr. Winaate. The excess peanuts are crushed—through the oil 
market, and the edible comes through the salters’ peanut butter set-up, 
and that way 

Senator ANpEeRson. No; what I mean to say is, there are certain 
peanuts that are crushed for oil under the regular program, and excess 
peanuts are crushed for oil. 

Mr. Winaarte. No. 2’s are crushed. 

Senator Anperson. Is there any different way in which they are 
handled? 

Mr. Wryaate. No. 2 and excess all go away together, not your real 
edible peanut. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am not contending that. I am only con- 
tending that the No. 2’s that are to be crushed, and the excess peanuts 
are all handled as one transaction. 

Mr. Wrnaate. I imagine that is right. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. Do you think that is what the law would 
mean? 

Mr. Wrinaate. The No. 2 program has been in operation for several 
years, and it is an oil proposition straight out, and it goes through 
because the other is an oil proposition, and that is the reason they 
were thrown together. 

Senator ANpeRSsON. In the George amendment it was pointed out 
the two things would be wholly separate. You will find that some 
questions were asked about it. 

Mr. Winaate. The total tonnage, Senator, is not—I mean, all 
edible and all others. 

Senator ANpEerRson. I know that. 

Mr. Wrncare. I misunderstood you, then, just a moment ago. 

Senator ANperson. What I am trying to say is that all of the 
excess peanuts which are being crushed for oil as No. 2 runners, and 
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then all the extra quota, all peanuts planted over the quota that are 
being crushed for oil, they are not two separate pockets, they are all 
lumped together, and the proceeds are divided, there is no competitive 
bidding for it: The Department decides the price, buys it at that 
figure, and moves it on where it was understood they would be sold 
separately for what they would bring in the market place. 

Senator Howry. Mr. Wingate, if 742 is adopted, wouldn’t that do 
away with the excess acreage? 

Mr. Wincarte. No, sir; it would not do away with the excess acre- 
age, Senator, and that is for crushing purposes. Now, this reduction 
in quota acreage will take the cost to the Government out of the 
peanut business. That is, the cost that would amount to anything. 

And I would like to say ‘this, gentlemen, we grow a lot of peanuts in 
Georgia. We have had a peanut program for a long time, and we 
reached the point where they needed these peanuts after the war for 
several years, and they asked us not to grow cotton because they 
needed peanuts worse than they needed cotton. We kept growing 
them until we reached a point where we needed to cut back, and we 
were in a position where it looked like it was going to take a 40-percent 
cut to do the job. 

We cleared with the Department officials, and all, and got them to 
agree to take a 20-percent cut a year, and a 20-percent cut another 
year, and then keep cutting. It was terrible to give them a jolt 
like that, to cut them nearly 50 percent, which we have already cut 
now. 

I would like to say that there have been some tremendous costs in 
other set-ups in our Government in transferring from the war into the 
other, and I would like to call the attention of this committee to the 
fact that the peanut program up until 2 or 3 years ago had cost 
practically nothing. The big cost has come in right now. 

Senator Hory. This bill would-make a net reduction of all types of 
peanuts of about 240,000 to 260,000 acres. 

Mr. Winearte. That is right, after allowing for the increase and 
the additional 34,000. 

Senator Hory. It would make a net decrease of from 240,000 to 
260,000. 

Mr. Wincare. That is right. 

The CuHarrman. Are you familiar with the so-called George amend- 
ment we adopted last vear? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Does this 742 repeal that? 

Senator Horny. He says not. 

Mr. Winearte. | don’t think it does. 

The Cuarrman. You don’t think it does. 

Mr. Winaare. No, sir; it does not. 

Senator ANDERSON. You are pretty sure it does not? 

Mr. WinGate. Yes, sir; it does not. 

Senator ANDpRsoN. So am I. 

Mr. Winaarte. No, sir; I did not intend to say that it does repeal 
that. 

Senator ANDERSON. No. 

Senator Horny. Well, you said it did not. 

Mr. Wincaarte. Yes, sir. I think it does not, but it adds 34,000 
acres of what we call an oil peanut, and then it adds what we call the 
jumbo or the Virginia peanut. 
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Senator Hory. No; it is a reduction of 260,000 acres on all of it, 
all over. This 34,000 is taking the place of 300,000. Now, you see, 
under the present law, under the planting of last year it reduces it 
to a net reduction of about 260,000 acres, but it increases it 34,000 
over what it would be if this law takes effect for 1951. 

The Cuarrman. That is, if it permitted last year’s plantings. 

Senator Hozy. That is right, but you see, if this bill passes there 
will be a reduction in all peanut acreage, a net reduction of about 
260,000 acres. 

Mr. Winaare. If I might add this, Senator—I will try to make it 
as clear as I can: The allocation that has already been made for 1951 
is a little over 300,000 acres below what the quota actes were in 1950. 

Senator Hory. Yes. 

Mr. WinGate. No; it is between 350,000 and 400,000. 

Mr. Lynw. It is 393,000. 

Mr. WinGate. It is 393,000 acres less now. 

Senator ANperRson. Than what? 

Mr. Lynn. Than the harvested acres last year. 

Mr. Wincarte. Than the harvested acres last year. 

Senator ANDERSON. What were the harvested acres in the year 
1950? 

Mr. Lynn. Two million two hundred thousand. 

Mr. Wrncate. Two million two hundred thousand. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. No. The harvested acres. What were the 
harvested acres? 

Mr. Lynn. The allotted acres.. 

Senator ANDERSON. But what were the harvested acres? 

Mr. Winaare. It was as close as they come to planting that. It 
was less than 2,200,000, a little less, Senator. 

Senator Hory. Two million one hundred thousand. 

Mr. Wincare. That was the harvested. 

Mr. Lynn. No, no, that was allotted acres. There were 2,200,000 
allotted acres. 

Mr. Winaare. Yes, but the point is this——— 

Mr. CuarrmMan. Do you have any figures for the harvested acres? 
2,200,000 was the allotted. Now, what was the harvested, do you 
have that? 

Mr. Lynn. I don’t know. Do we have the harvested acres here? 

Mr. Rawutnos. I have 

The CHaArrMaAN. Will you state your name, sir? 

Mr. Raw trnos. William Rawlings, Virginia Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, Capron, Va. 

The CuarrMan. Go ahead, Mr. Rawlings. 

Mr. Rawuineos. The figures I have are based on August 1, 1950. 
I believe they may be in some manner adjusted in some manner— 
1950 was 2,115,000 acres, picked and pressed acres, and we had an 
allotment of 2,200,000. 

The CHarrMAN. So it was under the allotment, then? 

Mr. Rawuineos. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hory. About 85,000 under the allotment. 

Mr. Rawutnos. That is right. 

Mr. Suaw. I would like to say something. 

The CHArrMAN. Give us your name, please. 
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Mr. Saaw. R. Flake Shaw, president, North Carolina Farm 
Bureau Federation, Greensboro, N. C. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed, Mr. Shaw. 

Mr. Saw. I would like to make one comment in connection with 
Senator Thye’s statement about the 34,900 acres. I think it is gener- 
ally understood that the peanut program suffered worse under the 
influence of Public Law 12 than any other commodity grown. 

The acreage, as such, was disarranged for a greater extent, and I 
understand from the agreement reached by the producers in the differ- 
ent States that this 34,000 acres of peanuts is recognizing a principle 
in the peanut program.’ It was developed by the admission of both 
Senate and House Agricultural Committees, when they allocated 
100,000 acres to fill in the vacuum that had been created by the 
influence of Public Law 12. The pressure was put on, so you got your 
acreage disarranged. Then when you came back to the national 
quota and had to distribute on the basis of past history, it left these 
two States not in line with the other States, so they recognized it to 
the tune cf 100,000 acres, and that was allocated for 1 year. 

When we got together and tried to work out some agreement, this 
34,900 acres was recognizing a principle in the law already established 
by the influence of Public Law 12, and a step in the direction of leveling 
out some of the things that are permanent and fundamental in the 
program. 

he CuarrMAN. Before we go any further, I would like to ask 
someone, either Mr. Wingate or Mr. Lynn: Suppose no law at all 
were passed, how much less would the acreage be this year than last 
year? 

Mr. Winaare. I would like to take a shot at that. If there was 
no law passed at all, we already have a law. 

The CHarrMan. Yes. 

Mr. Wingate. And it would make it impossible—you see, we have 
acreage allotments without any law—it would make it impossible for 
the Secretary to allow these additional peanuts to be grown in Virginia 
and North Carolina. 

The Cuarrman. | understand that, but you contended a while ago 
that by the passage of this law there would be 280,000 fewer acres 
planted. Do you mean fewer than last year? 

Mr. Winaate. Right. 

The CuarrMan. If there was no law at all passed how would that 
acreage compare, that is, this year’s acreage with last year? 

Mr. Wineate. At a minimum, 771,000. 

The CuarrMan. How is that? 

Senator ANDERSON. Three hundred and forty-four thousand acres 
less than last year, that is, against the planted, not the allotted acreage. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Mr. Winaarte. But if you go on those’ figures exactly, we made an 
error about our 260,000 to 280,000, it would really figure a little over 
300,000. It would be a little over 100,000 acres less, if there is no 
law at all passed. 

The CuHarrMan. I understand, but when you made the statement a 
while ago that we would have under this law 280,000 fewer acres, 
you meant in contrast to last year, but not in accord with what the 
aw now is, if we don’t pass 742? 
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Mr. Wrinaare. That is right. 

The CHarrmMan. Very well. 

Mr. Wineare. That is right. 

The CuHarrMAN. I wanted to make that clear. 

Senator Anperson. Where is there a table that shows the total 
amount of increased acreage under this particular bill? 

Mr. Lynn. Table 2 attached to the statement. Not those, sir, but 
the short tables, table 2. 

That shows the total acres outside of Virginia and Carolina, sir, 
because this bill would leave it to the Secretary to determine how many 
acres up to the ’47 acres that would be increased in Virginia and 
Carolina. 

Senator HoL.Lanpb. No, sir, the first-—— 

Senator Anperson. If he has 90,000 acres in Virginia and Carolina, 
and 34,000 here, he would have about 125,000 acres extra. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Over what he normally has. 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Do you have any idea how much it would cost 
the Treasury? 

Mr. Lynn. No, sir; we talked it over with the Fats and Oils Branch 
of the Department of Agriculture, and they have not ventured to give 
a figure. They say with the improved situation with regards to fats 
and oils, due primarily to the mobilization effort, and with the 
reduction that will take place from the harvested acres last year, they 
see no reason why we should have anywhere near the loss that was 
experienced in 1950 on that. 

Senator Hory. The 1950 loss was only about half of 1949. 

Senator ANDERSON. We have no way of knowing what it is going 
to be. I can show you some testimony that was taken a year ago 
that indicated that in 1949 the loss was not going to be very large, 
either. And I can show you some testimony taken years earlier 
that there never had been a loss under the peanut program, when we 
had staggering losses year after year after year, but they have been 
somewhat concealed in the program. ‘There never has been a year in 
the last 10 years that the peanut program bas not cost us millions of 
dollars. 

Senator Hory. Last year it showed about $39,000,000 for 1949. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Senator Horny. I understood the representatives of the Agricul- 
tural Department this morning to estimate that approximately 
$20,000,000 would be the loss for 1950, as near as they can estimate 
it at this time. 

Senator ANpEersoNn. And I can show you their estimates on potatoes 
for 1950, and many other things, and they are way down low on those 
things sometimes. 

My only concern is this: I am very anxious to give the extra acreage 
that is necessary for the growing of the jumbo-type peanuts. I don’t 
think those peanuts would only be grown in Virginia and Carolina, 
but I think Alabama and Georgia can grow that type pretty well. I 
think they ought to be encouraged to grow them for the trade instead 
of growing the other type that costs the Government a lot of money. 

I object to adding 34,900 additional acres when we know that the 
addition of 90,000 acres will cost the Government money, because the 
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testimony shows every time you plant an acre of peanuts, even the 
Virginia-Carolina type, that they run on the purchase of No. 2’s alone 
a cost of $13 an acre on only 5 percent of the crop. 

Now, if you would take and average this thing out across the 
country on all the crops grown, the Government cannot afford $13 
an acre subsidy, when a farmer is already getting $200 an acre off his: 
crop. It is impossible. That is something that disturbs me a little 
bit, because there are thousands and millions of acres of agricultural 
land in this country, and if you added it all in, and started keeping 
going with this sort of program, there is no telling where you would 
end up. 

Any time we add to the extra burden we are in trouble. 

Mr. Lynn. I would like to point out in this connection that if you 
should see fit to adopt 742, and we add 90,000 acres to the Virginia~ 
Carolina type, and that is just our best estimate as to what it would 
take, we would still come out in 1951 with 218,983 acres less peanuts 
planted than was harvested in 1950. 

The Cuarrman. But under the present law you would have that 
much, more or less, so it is not a savings. 

Mr. Lynn. Well—— 

Senator AnpeRsoN. I wish you would repeat that. I do not 
agree with those figures. Will you give it again? You had 90,000. 

Mr. Lynn. We had harvested last year 2,115,000 acres, and the 
provisions of 742 would be, not counting the Virginia-Carolina type, 
1,806,107 acres. That is a reduction of 308,983 acres. 

Senator ANDERSON. Oh. 

Mr. Lynn. Then you subtract 90 from that and you get a total 
reduction from the 1950 harvested of 218,983. 

Senator Ture. Mr. Chairman, may I ask one question? 

The CuarrMan. Certainly. 

Senator Turn. You referred to the harvesting of the 1950 crop, 
but you are referring, of course, to the question of the allotted acres 
planted in 1951? 

Mr. Lynn. That is right. 

Senator Toye. Why don’t you use the figures of what you antici- 
pate the harvest will be in 1951, because you are giving us the figures 
of the harvested crop of 1950? 

Mr. Lynn. Well, based on past experience, sir, then we would have 
to subtract a few acres from the allotted acres, because experience 
has shown that under these quota programs they seldom ever plant. 
up to the allotted acres. 

Senator Hory. The last time, Senator, it was about 115,000 lower, 
so if it was the same proportion this would be cut up much more. 

Mr. Wineare. About 5 percent is what they lack of planting it 
each year. 

Senator Ture. You had surpluses from the small acreage harvested 
a year ago, and we are talking here about allowing an increase. 

Mr. Lynn. No, sir; no, sir. 

Senator Hogy. It is a decrease. 

Mr. Lynn. We harvested last year 2,115,000 acres of peanuts——~ 

Senator Taye. 215,000? 

Mr. Lynn. I mean, 2,115,000. 

Senator Turn. Yes. 
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Mr, Lynn. Under this bill that is under consideration it would 
allocate a total of 1,806,017 acres. All right. There is a reduction 
of 308,983 acres from last year. Then we estimate that it requires 
90,000 for the Virginia-Carolina type. Then you subtract that and 
you come out with 218,000 total acres allocated less than the harvested 
acres in 1950. 

The Cuarrman. That is true, but you could not plant this year 
what you planted under the present law. 

Mr. Lynn. No. 

The Caarrman. There is no saving, then. 

Senator Horny. Yes; there is a savings. 

The CHatrMan. I don’t see it. 

Senator Horny. That is a savings on what resulted last year. The 
law provides for a reduction, and we are not permitted under the 
— law to plant what was planted. Yes, sir; this will cut it 218,000 
ess acres than permitted to plant last year. 

The CaarrMan. But if the law were permitted to take its course, 
the law now on the statute books, instead of a reduction of 218,000, 
you would have a reduction of 300,000. 

Senator Hory. That is right, but you still have a short supply. 

The CuarrMan. That goes back to the short supply of edible pea- 
nuts. Well, it strikes me that we might be able to meet that con- 
tingency by permitting the planting of these extra peanuts without 
the Government subsidy. 

Senator Horny. Well, you may not be just doing away with the 
whole program. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t know, but the point is, Senator-——— 

Senator Horry. The law does not contemplate dealing separately 
with any part of the peanuts. We do not have it by types in the law. 

The CHarrman. Of course, I do not want to be judged by the 
questions I am asking as to how I am going to vote on this matter. 

Senator Hory. I understand. 

The CuarrMan. But I am trying to get to the bottom of it, to see if 
we cannot figure out some way whereby we can increase the production 
of these peanuts without shouldering more subsidies on the books of 
the Government. 

Senator Hory. Here is the situation now: If no legislation is passed 
at all, the acreage will be reduced over 300,000 acres from last year. 
If this legislation is passed it will be reduced 218,000 acres from last 
year, after everything is allowed, so there will be a net reduction of 
about 218,000 acres over everything, if this 742 is adopted, as to what 
we planted last year. 

Now, if it develops that the losslast year was reduced to somewhere in 
the neighborhood of $20,000,000, then with that much more reduction, 
and with the increase in demand, it is reasonable to expect there would 
be practically no loss. 

So I think we have got to sort of deal with it in the light of the facts 
that have developed in it. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Mr. Lynn, you may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Lynn. We would point out to the committee that under S. 742 
the national peanut allotment for 1951 would be reduced about 300,000 
acres below the 1950 national allotment. The Secretary of Agricul- 
ture would have authority to add the necessary acres of those types 
that are in short supply. 
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We believe that with the improved market situation with regard to 
oil, coupled with this reduction in acreage from 1950, the Commodity 
Credit Corporation could avoid any great losses from the operation of 
this program. 

We would emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that this point was considered 
at great length by the producers in arriving at an agreement with 
ies to peanut legislation, the provisions of which are contained in 

. 742. 

Although we favor S. 742 over H. R. 2615, the principal point we 
want to emphasize is the urgency of early enactment of legislation. 
The differences between the two bills are relatively negligible. The 
final enactment of either, or of any compromise between the two bills, 
would accomplish the major objectives generally recognized by the 
peanut industry as being sound. 

The element of time is all-important. Considerable time must 
elapse between the time legislation is approved and the time producers 
receive notice of their revised allotments. 

It is important to the whole farm program that the present situa- 
tion, the inability to adjust farm allotments to increase production of 
those types in short supply, be corrected. 

That is the end of the statement, sir, except for the tables that we 
have already discussed. 

The CHarrman. Are those tables the same, or are they different 
from the ones put into the record this morning? 

Mr. Lynn. They are somewhat different. 

The CHaArRMAN. Without objection we will have them put in the 
record at this point. 

(The tables referred to are as follows:) 
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The CuarrMan. Are there any further questions to ask of Mr. Lynn 
or of any of the five gentlemen at the head of the table? 

Senator ANpeRson. Do you have any idea of what the total pro- 
duction of peanuts would be in 1950—what the crop was in 1950, the 
total production of all peanuts? 

Mr. Lynn. In pounds? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. Lynn. Do you have that, Mr. Rawlings? 

Mr. Rawurnos. I have it, but not right where I can put my fingers 
on it right quick. I do have it here. 

Senator ANpEerson. I was going to follow that with a second ques- 
tion: 

Can anybody tell how much was actually used, and how much had 
to be ground up and disposed of? 

Mr. Lynn. We can supply that information for the record, sir. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. This 2,000,000 tons is a pretty accurate figure, 
isn’t it? 

Mr. Lynn. Yes; we would have to get it from the Department. 

Senator ANpERsON. The 1949 crop was almost exactly 2,000,000 
tons, too, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Wincaare. Senator, 2,000,000 tons, is that the information you 
have there? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wineaarte. Are you certain of that figure, sir? 

Senator ANDERSON. Oh, it is 2,000,000,000 pounds. 

Mr. Wingate. Yes. 

The CuHarrMan. Are there any further questions? 

Senator ANpERsON. I am just trying to find out how much of what 
was produced was actually consumed in the form of edible peanuts. 
Would you have any idea as to that? 

Mr. Lynn. I don’t have those figures; but I think we can supply 
them. 

Mr. Rawttnos. I did not get the Senator’s question. 

Mr. Lynn. The amount of peanuts actually consumed in the edible 
trade, and that portion which went to oil. 

Mr. Rawturnos. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpEerson. To show you what we are trying to get at, in 
1949 the total crop was about 2,000,000,000 pounds. In 1950, with a 
reduced acreage, the total crop was about 2,000,000,000 pounds. 

We are having a repetition of the potato situation, you cut it 200,000 
acres and the total crop for 1951 will be 2,000,000,000 pounds, with the 
use of fertilizers, and other things being equal, where do we get to? 

Senator Hory. It depends a good deal on the weather, Senator. 

Senator ANperson. That is what they said about the potatoes, too, 
that it was lucky weather they were having. 

Senator Hory. The last crop of peanuts was benefited very much 
by the weather. Of course, fertilizers have a great deal to do with the 
increase of production. 

The Cuarrman. I think you appeared here last year, did you not, 
Mr. Rawlings? 

Mr. Rawurncs. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And you are a peanut grower, as I recall, are 
you not? 

Mr. RawutinGs. Yes, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. And quite a large one, if my memory serves me 
correctly? 

Mr. Raw tes. Sir? 

The Cuarrman. And quite a large one, if my memory serves me 
correctly. 

Mr. Rawurncs. I would not say large, just average size. 

Senator Ture. Average, how many acres is that? 

The Cuarrman. How many acres is that? 

Senator ANpEeRson. If you get his figures you will know that he is 
not average. 

Mr. RawurnGs. I have about 150 acres of peanuts. 

The Cuarrman. Were all of your plantings of the jumbo type, sir? 

Mr. Rawurneos. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. What percentage of your crop went into oil? 

Mr. Rawuinas. Approximately 10 percent. 

The Cuarrman. Ten percent. 

Mr. RawuinGs. In other words, I overplanted my quota by approx- 
imately 10 percent. They did not actually go into oil, they were 
planted as excess oil, but then the Secretary found the Virginia type 
in short supply, but the excess peanuts of the Virginia type went to 
the edible trade, and when I sold them I got the oil price on 10 percent 
of the crop, with the understanding that at a later date the profits 
accruing to the Commodity Credit Corporation from the sale of excess 
pane to the edible trade will be redistributed. I understand it will 

e next August before we can look forward to that. 

The Cuarrman. That is under the George amendment? 

Mr. RawttnGs. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Would you be satisfied to have the law provide 
that as to the jumbo type, or the edible type, that no payment should 
be made on your No. 2’s? In other words, just on what you produce, 
letting you find your own market for your No. 2’s? 

Mr. Rawutnos. Well, sir, I think that would be mighty difficult, 
because when a farmer markets his product, he markets in hull, the 
No. 2’s are not segregated from the No. 1’s. They have not been 
shelled, the extra large and the jumbos. 

The Cuarrman. Who handles your crop? 

Mr. Rawtutnes. The farmer sells his crop to a cleaner or sheller, 
and he shells and grades them out. Out of that grading process, after 
they have been shelled, some of them are screened out extra large, 
some medium, some No. 1, and some No. 2. 

The CaarrmMan. Why couldn’t you have those peanuts graded that 
way, and you sell them yourself, instead of letting the Government 
handle them? What would be the difficulties there? 

Mr. Wrnaare. I think I can answer that. 

Mr. Rawutnes. Well 

The CHarrMANn. Just a minute. 

Mr. Opom. May I say something, sir? 

The Cuarrman. In a moment. 

I would like Mr. Rawlings to answer that, if he can. 

Mr. Rawutnas. I believe that that might lead into some compli- 
cations. In other words, it is something Thad not thought about at 
all before, and I cannot quite see that through all at once, as to how 
it would be handled on a farmer’s basis, how he would segregate No. 
2’s from the rest of the crop. 
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The CuarrmMan. But the point is that the cry for this legislation is 
based on the desire to produce more of the edible type of the product 
for the trade. 

Mr. Rawuinas. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrMan. Certainly No. 2’s could easily be sold by you? 

Mr. Rawtuinas. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. As edibles? 

Mr. Raw.inas. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And probably at a price equal to what the Govern- 
ment pays you. Well, why don’t you handle it instead of letting the 
Government handle it? That is what I would like to find out. In 
other words, what we are trying to do is to find some way by which 
we can, within reason, increase the jumbo production without saddling 
the Government with so much expense. 

Mr. Rawuines. Well, sir, if I could, I would like to say a word or 
two on that No. 2 program. 

The No. 2 program has been stated before as a surplus program, a 
surplus removal program. So long as it was apparent that the na- 
tional acreage allotment had been set at a figure that very definitely 
was going to be a surplus of peanuts, the Department has reasons, 
factually, I understand, for removing them in the form of shelled 
peanuts. It was cheaper to remove them. 

In other words, for one thing, vou have only got about 70 percent of 
your total weight there after they are shelled, and you don’t have your 
hulls that are so bulky to be bothered with in freight, and so forth. 

So long as the national allotment is set at a figure where we see there 
will be a surplus of peanuts, that No. 2 program can be justified. But 
as I see it, if the Department is correct in their estimate this year, 
that the edible trade needs 650,000 tons of peanuts, I believe that is 
the basis they used for edible purposes, then there is no surplus antici- 
pated, and there is no further justification for the No. 2 program. 

Then what happens? What happens if you don’t have a No. 2 
program? The cleaner or sheller will have to! seek his market level. 
I don’t know, if it moved at 11 or 12 cents, whatever it took to move 
them. They are edible peanuts. They are not of top quality grade. 
They would normally go to cheap peanut butter. You would have 
a cheap product put on the market made from No. 2 peanuts, 

So the No. 2 program, as I see it, is not a matter of necessity; it is 
only a matter of expediency, so long as we have a national acreage 
allotment set at such a figure that it is apparent and definite that we 
will have a surplus, and once that gets in line I don’t see any reason 
for the No. 2 program costing the Government any money. 

The CHarrmMan. A moment ago you said that the 10 percent figure 
was out of your excess acreage production. 

Mr. Rawtuincs. Yes, sir, above my quota, but below—— 

The Cuarrman. Are we to understand that—suppose your quota 
was 100 acres for easy figuring, and you were to plant 125 acres. 

Mr. Rawutnas. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, would you be able to take out of your 125 
acres enough No. 1’s that would ordinarily be produced on your 100 
acres, and be paid in full for that, and excess on the 25, is that the 
way you work that? 

Mr. Rawttnes. No, sir. When I market those peanuts, I believe 
on your figures there I would be, let me see, 20 percent in excess, and 
I would have exceeded my quota by 20 percent. 
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So I sell my peanuts all as one lot, as pointed out this morning, 
and I got a support price on 80 percent of all I sell. Any premium 
the people pay above—if I don’t sell but one bag of 100 pounds, I 
got that on 80 pounds, and on the remaining 20 pounds I get the pre- 
vailing oil price that is set by the Department from week to week. 
If the peanuts are later sold to the edible trade by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, somebody pays Commodity Credit at least 105 
percent of support. 

That check comes into the Commodity Credit, which represents 
the difference between the oil value and the edible value, and that 
will go into a trust fund for the producers of those type peanuts, 
which is redistributed at the end of the year to that type of peanut. 

The CuarrmMan. And how do you know it will be redistributed? 

Mr. Rawuines. They told us it would be. 

Senator ANpErson. Did the law permit the Secretary to do that? 

Mr. Rawtinos. Yes, sir, for only 1950. We refer to it as the Cooley 
amendment. We have this two-price system in permanent legisla- 
tion. 

The same bill gave this extra 100,000 acres in the 741 provisions that 
stated in effect that in the event the Secretary delays any type peanut 
in short supply and excess oil peanuts of that type are sold into the 
edible trade, the producers of that type will share in a pro rata dis- 
tribution of the profits accruing. : 

In other words, the producer gets that profit, instead of Com- 
modity Credit using it to offset the loss on some other phase of the 
peanut program, or some other program. 

That was for 1950 only, and this Senate bill 742 has a provision that 
would make that permanent by striking out the word “1950,” that 
is the way it is made permanent. 

Senator ANDERSON. Than you can go as far as you want to? 

Mr. Rawutnas. Up to your 1947 allotment. 

Senator AnpEerRson. And then you buy the No. 2’s on top of that? 

Mr. Rawtuines. That is the way the Government is administering 
the program now. It is an administration procedure the Depart- 
ment has worked out for diverting the excess peanuts. 

Senator Jounston. What do you think about changing the law 
and making it so that if any person overplanted they could expect 
nothing from the Government for the crop? 

Mr. Rawutnes. Well, our producers would go along with that, 
because we believe very strongly that if we are going to have a price 
support program we have to have a very rigid quota program along 
with it, and it should not be one that would encourage exceeding the 
quota. We have to have one that you will have to toe the line on. 

Senator ANpERSON. Would you be interested in knowing ‘that in 
1949 the total production, according to the BAE, was 1,875,000,000 
pounds, and then after we had reduced several hundred thousand 
acres in 1950 the production went up 150,000,000 or 175,000,000 
pounds of peanuts? So that if we reduce the same amount that is 
suggested here we can expect again the greatest crop that we ever 
knew. 

Mr. Winaare. Senator, could I ask—— 

Senator ANpERsON. In other words, the 10-year average of acreage 
was 2,880,000. 

Mr. Rawurnes. Yes, sir. 
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Senator ANpEeRson. And the total crop was 1,950,000,000 pounds. 

Mr. Rawtutneas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. We went from 2,880,000 to 2,200,000, or 
somewhere in that neighborhood. 

Senator Jonnston. Don’t you have several things that entered 
into that? 

Senator ANpEerRsON. Yes, extra fertilizer, and all the other things 
that happen when you restrict acreage. 

Mr. Trices. Well 

The Cuarrman. Give your name, sir. 

Mr. Triees. Matt Triggs, assistant director, Washington office, 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 

The CHatrMan. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Triaes. It cannot happen that way. 

Senator ANpEeRson. It could not happen last year. If you read 
the testimony, you see last year when they started to say what would 
happen if they passed the George amendment, and when you read 
that testimony, and then compare it with what you are saying now, 
what you were saying last year is exactly what you are saying now, 
that it cannot happen. But it did, nevertheless, and it will happen, 
and the losses in 1951 and the 1951 crop will be somewhat in the 
ay oy of $25,000,000 or $30,000,000 again. 

he CHarrMan. Well, now, as I understood it, Mr. Triggs, Mr. 
Shaw, Mr. Rawlings, Mr. Wingate, and Mr. Taylor who are sitting 
at the head of the table agree with what Mr. Lynn has just stated. 

Do you have anything to add to what he has stated? 

Mr. Winearte. I would like to make this statement, Senator: 
With reference to the peanuts, the short supply of peanuts in North 
Carolina and Virginia, it was mentioned that they could grow them 
in Alabama, and they can grow them in Florida. 

We have one county in Georgia that is growing approximately 
8,000 acres of those peanuts, and they have been growing them for 
several years. We are trying to work the thing out. We want a 
peanut program, and we do not want it disrupted, and we are trying 
to work out with our farmers in Georgia, and in other States, | am 
sure, where they can plant this peanut that is in demand, and all that, 
and we can supply that demand. 

Now, I would like to say this: I know we all want the facts in this, 
it is no discredit to the North Carolina and Virginia peanut. We were 
called upon to produce peanuts during World War II. We needed 
them for oil. The oil situation was critical. We were only producing 
a very few hundred thousands of bushels of soybeans in 1942. This 
past year we produced 3,500,000 bushels of soybeans. 

So we are in better shape on oil. 

But, when they called upon us to produce these peanuts for oil, 
we increased the acreage tremendously. The North Carolina-Vir- 
ginia peanut has less oil in it than the runners and the Spanish. They 
were wanting oil, so therefore they did that, they crushed the ones 
that had more oil in them, which was the natural thing to do, and 
naturally that left all you could produce in the others to go into the 
edible trade, and it created a demand for that peanut, and that is part 
of the reason why they think we can correct this. 

We know we can grow them in Georgia. We can grow them in 
other places, and we want a peanut program, and we are going all out 
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to produce the type peanuts that they want, regardless of what it is, 
and we would love to keep the peanut program, and we are disturbed 
about it. 

We have had shots taken at us from every which way. There are 
some groups that would like to see the peanut program thrown com- 
pletely out of the window. I think it would be terrible. 

We appreciate very much the opportunity to work with you, and 
we will do anything we can to get the peanuts that are needed at the 
least coast to the Government. We do not want a program that costs 
the Government. We are taking cuts right on down the line. 

In closing, I would like to say, Senator Anderson, with reference to 
that production, it was not the additional fertilizer especially that 
had to do with it in Georgia, and I doubt if that was true elsewhere. 
We had the most unusual year for peanut producing that we cver 
had in history. People that didn’t use a pound of fertilizer got so 
many more peanuts than normally. The weather conditions helped 
out; the average yield per acre jumped nearly 200 pounds to the acre. 
It was something unheard of. 

We have had variations, yes; but not a jump above the average like 
we did, and I do not think you can expect that to happen again. 

I don’t believe, even with additional fertilizer, that it could bring 
it up to that. 

Senator Arken. Will some of the peanut acreage be converted to 
cotton? 

Mr. Wingate. Yes, sir. 

Senator Arken. And there will be an increase in cotton, which is 
what we need more of? 

Mr. Winaate. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. To what extent do you expect excess peanuts to 
be planted, pursuant to the George amendment—as much as last year, 
or more? 

Mr. Winaare. I would not think as much as last year. I would 
think less, because I think they will come in and grow cotton at the 
prospects of being able to get a fair price for cotton. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Ho.tianp. I would like to ask several. 

Has the working out of the George amendment allowing increased 
acreage up to the 1947 total for sale at oil prices proven helpful, or 
otherwise? 

Mr. Winaate. I don’t know that that has proven especially helpful. 
Some farmers felt like they could produce them and get by, but they 
are finding out they could not. 

The thing we are interested in is to see what we can promote to 
find a top oil that can take the place of olive oil, and things like that. 
Peanuts do produce a very fine quantity of oil, Senator. 

Senator Hottanp. When you said they found out they could not 
get by, you mean that at oil prices they could not make any money? 

Mr. Winaare. That is right. That is why I think many less excess 
peanuts will be grown, and cotton will be grown in place of it. 

Senator Hotuanp. In view of the fact there is going to be a heavy 
conversion of peanut acreage into cotton acreage, both because of the 


high price of cotton, and the emphasis being placed on the increased 
production of cotton, why is there any need for any increase in peanut 
acreage this year? Can you answer that? 
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Mr. Winaare. There will not be any increase. 

Senator HoLLtanp. Over the amount allowed by the present law? 

Mr. Wincare. Well, Senator, we are decreasing it. 

Senator HoLianp. | am talking about the present law, sir. 

Mr. WinGate. We are decreasing nearly 400,000 acres the acreage 
that was allotted in 1950, and the acreage allotted this year is approx- 
imately 400,000 acres less than the acreage last year. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. Not than the the acreage produced, you mean 
the acreage allotted. 

Mr. WinGate. I am talking about that in both of them. If we 
get to the acreage harvested we would have to estimate this year’s 
to be harvested. It varies about 5 percent, the harvested from the 
allotted acres. 

Senator HouLianp. I recall that last year those of you who were 
insisting upon the amendment that was not called the George amend- 
ment, but the one that simply added about somewhere between 
60,000 and 100,000 acres, were asking for it largely for Alabama and 
Texas. I notice that the 34,900 acres which you propose to increase 
under this proposed law over the allotment now permitted under the 
present law, would go largely to Alabama and Texas also—13,787 
acres to Alabama, 19,637 to Texas. 

Why this second year of increase for those two particular States? 

Mr. Wineate. The second year—that last year increase was put 
in to correct—that 100,000 was put in to correct an injustice that we 
all felt would put Alabama and Texas under if that was not allowable. 
But it was only a 1-year proposition. 

Now, that 100,000 is completely out, and this 34,000 is just partially, 
about one-third, that we are putting in there to go on the injustice. 
It is not added to the 100,000. They lost that after 1 vear. 

Senator Hoiianp. Well, I note in looking at the acreage for my 
State, and other States, the situation is just the same as it was last 
year ; you don’t propose to increase it at all from the provisions allowed 
under the current law. 

Mr. WinGate. You increase it 34,000. 

Senator Aiken. You are referring to the House bill as introduced, 
and not as amended, I believe. 

Senator HoLianp. I am referring to S. 742. Now, the same thing 
is true with reference to H. R. 2715, however. 

Senator Aiken. The House bill, as amended, adds considerably 
more acreage than you are referring to. 

Senator HoLianp. I am referring to the original measure. 

Senator Aiken. As amended it adds 79,083 acres. 

Senator Hotuanp. To Alabama. 

Senator ArkEN. 12,800 to Georgia, approximately 25,000 to Ala- 
bama, and 27,000 to Texas. 

Senator Hory. That is the House bill as reported out. 

Senator Arken. That is the House bill as reported out, and not the 
House bill as introduced. They did some operating on it. 

Senator ANpERsoN. I would like to call your attention to the fact 
that you will be in danger if you pass a bill with the House bill passing, 
because we have been in a few conferences on that subject. 

Again I go back to the same suggestion I made, and that is that the 
Senate had better hold off until the House passes a bill that has some 
chance of being valid. 
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Senator A1ken. The House had some eloquent witnesses, I believe. 

Mr. Winearte. On that 100,000, it went out after 1 year. 

Senator Ho.tianp. You have made yourself clear. My point is still 
the same: You leave a great many States unaffected in the slightest; 
you add to Alabama and Texas, which are to receive a bonus; 
Georgia 

Mr. Wrinaate. Georgia does not receive any. 

Senator HoLttanp. Under the amendment in the House. 

Mr. Lynn. We are not in favor of the House bill. 

Senator Aiken. I wanted to know whether you were supporting 
the House bill, as amended, or as introduced. 

Mr. Winaarte. I am supporting the Senate bill. As to the House 
bill, I did not check what came out of it. 

I wanted Senator Holland to feel that the 100,000 was to correct 
an injustice; that went out as of last year, and this 34;900 is just a 
partial increase on what they thought the injustice was. 

Senator HoLttanp. The House amends now to bring it up to around 
80,000; is that right? 

Mr. Wineate. I think that is right; 79,400. 

Senator ANperson. Has the House taken action? 

Senator Hory. No; the committee has. 

The Cuarrman. The committee has. 

Senator Horny. But the House has not. 

The CuarrMan. All right, gentlemen. We are glad to have had 
you here. The next—— 

Senator Hotianp. I want to ask Mr. Wingate another question. 
He has already testified that his growers have found out they could 
not get back the cost of production, or could not make a profit on 
plantings for oil purposes only. 

How great an effect do you think has been produced upon the total 
cost of this program to the Government by the planting of that ad- 
ditional acreage for oil purposes only? 

Mr. Wineare. As the program is set up, and if it is carried out, 
Senator, according to the way it is set up, the Government only gives 
the farmer what it is actually worth for oil, and then if they work 
more out of it, then what he gets in they send back. It is not to cost 
anything. 

Senator HoLLanp. My question was intended to ask your opinion 
as to how much the level of price for oil production is cut down by 
the adding of that additional tonnage for oil production only. 

Mr. WinGate. It would be very little, Senator. The oil that would 
come from that would be very, very little. 

Senator HoLtanp. Well, now, what was your total production for 
oil purposes only? 

Mr. Winaate. | would not want to guess. Do any of you have 
the figures here? Does anyone have it? 

Mr. Rawurnes. In Virginia and North Carolina, sir, we exceeded 
our quota by about 9,000 acres in each State, but on the national level, 
I do not have that figure. 

Senator HoLLanp. What was the figure? May I ask whoever is 
here for the Government the total production of tonnage for oil 
purposes only? 

Senator Ture. Mr. Chairman, I am quite concerned about a type 
of program that will permit a producer to exceed his allotted acreage, 
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and not be penalized for it, allowing him to go on while the Commodity 
Credit Corporation suffers a loss, and if the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration obtains a profit in the transaction, the profit will be allocated 
to the producer, even though he has grown in excess of his allotment. 

It just is not the type of program that will be accepted or can in 
any sense be fairly administered, or in any sense supported or defended. 
I have never supposed that you could exceed your allotted acres by 
some hundreds, or into the thousands of acres, and still stand qualified 
for support. 

It just does not sound right. 

Mr. WinGate. I might say this: There has been a tremendous 
demand built up for peanut oil. For instance, on submarines they 
use peanut oil practically altogether, because peanut oil will not fume; 
and if you do not want to cook everything you eat in peanut oil, don’t 
ever let your wife use it in the kitchen, because she will buy it. It is 
just so much better as a cooking oil than the other, and there has been 
a tremendous demand developed for that oil. 

Senator Ture. I appreciate that you are selling peanut oil right 
now, but the fact of the matter is, we have written a law here that 
says, “Here is a quota given you,” or given a State. Then you pro- 
ceed to plant in excess of your quota and harvest in excess of your 
quota, and you are not penalized, but are given the opportunity of 
having the Commodity Credit Corporation sell the product and 
allocate any additional profit over and above the support program, 
and over and above what they allowed you on the original loan or 
advance payment on it. 

Now, | don’t care what the housewife would do with that peanut 
oil. Iam only telling you that you are going to break your own pro- 
gram, and half the public does not know the amount of money the 
Commodity Credit Corporation has advanced to support a program 
where you have been exceeding the allotted acreage. That is the 
whole story. 

Mr. Winaare. I agree with you, and as long as we have to crush 
some, but when we get down to allotted acreage, that will barely meet 
the demand of the edible trade. There will be no oil to go, and the 
people that want this oil cannot get it. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Suaw. If a provision was put in the law to meet the very 
weakness we are trying to meet, to provide that you can grow the 
type of peanuts in demand. We hope we can live without it when that 
can be done. 

I think we should look at two things. We farmers live by the 
premise you can do anything worth doing, if you go at it right. We 
feel like we have a peanut program that is workable, if we work at it 
hard enough and long enough. 

We are trying to do two things: We are trying to grow more of the 
type of nuts we need, and we want to place less responsibility on the 
Government. 

We maintain that on the advice of you gentlemen we had to get 
together and find an area of agreement, that we have done that, from 
the producer’s point of view, and by accomplishing that purpose, and 
by this major objective, that will allow you to grow what you need, 
and with a total reduction of better than 200,000 acres we are headed 
in the right direction. 
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We do not attempt to defend the details of the thing. We know there 
are a lot of weaknesses that can be, and will be, ironed out. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I think this if the lifeblood of a good 
section of North Carolina—this peanut program. We don’t want it 
abused or kicked around. We know that in this committee there is 
sufficient brains to help us work out a program that will work. We 
believe it can be done, and on the advice of you gentlemen we want to 
cooperate with you and we want to work with you. Weneed this thing, 
and we need it ae. and we hope You will give us action on it just as 
quickly as you can. 

Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. All right, Mr. Odom. 

Senator ANpERsON. Mr. Shaw, why can’t we come through with a 
program that strikes directly and solely at the thing that needs cor- 
rection, namely, the acreage in Virginia and Carolina, and those areas 
that produce jumbos? 

Mr. Saw. Would you think I was facetious if I asked you one? 

Senator ANDERSON. Go ahead. 

Mr. Saw. You have told us over and over again that legislation 
affecting agriculture is a question of compromise. 

Senator ANDERSON. But the trouble is that you get too expensive a 
compromise. 

Mr. Saw. Certainly we would be for any kind of program that 
the peanut growers think they can live on. 

I come back to my original point: You fouled up the peanut pro- 
gram with Public Law 12, and you created a principle. I maintain 
that you created within there a principle that you must adhere to 
somewhere by the distribution of acreage, and when you come back 
to your national quota and begin to allot between States. 

Now, why not start out on a sound premise? From ycur point of 
view, don’t you think that if it was a mistake in the first instance that 
it should be corrected? We have got to adhere to some of the in- 
fluences of these laws. They have been adhered to all through the 
years. I cannot see any world-shaking consequences in the effect of 
34,000 in place of 100,000 

Senator ANDERSON. Except that the House will add 150,000 and 
you get together and compromise on 175,000. I have been in two or 
three of these conflicts. 

Mr. Suaw. We tried to sell the House our bill. We want the House 
to come along and do the best they can, and we want you folks to do 
the best you can. 

Senator ANDERSON. Don’t you think it would be wise for this com- 
mittee to let the House pass one first? If it gets a bad one, do what 
we had to do last year—refuse to do anything. We could not get any 
legislation at all last year exactly on that basis. 

Senator Hory. Senator, we are in a much better condition this time, 
for this reason: That the House is not going out on a bad bill like they 
did before. 

Senator ANDERSON. I would not regard a bill that added 98,000 
acres on one side, and 90,000 more, as anything but a bad bill. 

Senator Hory. It is 79 and ours is 34. 

Senator ANDERSON. It isn’t off the floor. They can amend it five 
times on the floor. 
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Senator Horry. I don’t think you will have that trouble with that. 
Take ours; I like ours better—it is just a difference between 79,000 
and 34,000. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am greatly persuaded by my friend Mr. 
Shaw that compromise might be a good thing, but if you can get the 
bills over so that you could get a compromise, that would be fine, 
but you know how we ended up on the price-control law, where the 
House passed upon extending it to 1 year, and we passed something 
else. . 

You know what the compromise basis was. 

I am just worried that if the House comes over with language that 
is wide open, and we try to do something in here, when you get into 
conference it will be written up to extravagant figures, and I think 
the peanut program is going to be absolutely killed by this Congress 
within 2 years if we don’t bring it under control. 

I mean, these men know I have felt that way for quite a while, 
and I have been saying so in hearings. If you cannot get this pro- 
gram to where it costs less than $15 or $20 an acre, this current 
Congress will have to do the same thing it did with the potato pro- 
gram—kill it completely. 

Senator Hory. I think you are right about that. I think we are 
going in the right direction on this. 

Senator ANperson. I don’t know whether it is right to strike out 
this 1950 provision, the so-called Cooley amendment, but everything 
I ever heard of seems to be added to this bill. 

I can understand how the producers are in favor of it temporarily, 
but I think you have got a responsibility to the Treasury, too. 

The Cuarreman. All right, Mr. Odom. 

Senator Ho.tianp. I would like to ask Mr. Wingate one more ques- 
tion: Is there anything in this bill which would provide farmers who 
receive a quota in areas where they have been producing runner pea- 
nuts, or some other kind than the large so-called Virginia-Carolina 
yeanuts, to changing their production, if this law will permit it, to the 
lenaeaiins peanut? 

Mr. Winaarte. There is nothing in the present law to prevent it. 
In other words, if I had an allotment of 100 acres of Spanish peanuts, 
or runners, because runners are a little more on the excess side, and 
my soya type suited this particular peanut in Virginia-North Carolina, 
there is nothing in the present law, or this law, that would prevent 
me from planting that entire 100 acres in Virginia-Carolina peanuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. Except the financial return. 

Mr. WinGate. Senator, Vet me say this: The champion peanut 
grower in Georgia this year grew Virginia-North Carolina peanuts. 

In that section they are growing them, and it gives a better return 
than the runners or the Spanish. The only difference with this par- 
ticular type of peanut is that you are likely to run into trouble if you 
don’t get it harvested right at the right time; you are likely to lose 
considerable on them. 

In other words, if they are ready to come up tomorrow, and it sets 
in today and rains for a week or 10 days, they are gone. 

Senator HoLLtanpb. The next question is this: Is there anything in 
the provisions of this proposed law that would allow the Secretary 
of Agriculture to step up the acreage for the Virginia-Carolina peanuts 
and specify how to distribute that stepped-up acreage? 
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Mr. Wingate. Yes, sir; in this law there is. He would be author- 
ized on the basis of the past 5-year average to estimate what he 
thought the demand called for this coming year, and then allocated 
that acreage to the States on the basis of however many they grew 
in each State, and they do produce them, and it would be under the 
same guaranty as the regular allotted acreage, but that acreage under 
this law would not count in building up his quota further for next 
year. 

Senator Hoxiuanp. If he did that any farmer who converted his 
acreage that was producing runner peanuts for that type would be 
adding to the total production, and upsetting the effort that would 
be allowed under this bill to step up the production of those large 
peanuts simply to meet the market demand. 

Mr. Winaare. | think this, Senator, I think you can take into 
consideration that there is some transition taking place, and certainly 
the next year it does not give that acreage permanent, the next year 
he has to refigure and reallocate, and then as you change from one, 
section to the other, that would take care of it. 

Senator Jounsron. The Virginia-Carolina peanut is gradually 
going down into South Carolina. It is just about 50-50 now, and it is 
becoming more and more every vear. 

Senator HoLLanp. We are producing some, and there is no reason 
why a great many others cannot convert. 

Mr. Wincare. You can produce a great many more of them in 
vour section, and we are urging them to do it, to get this thing into 
line. 

Senator HoLtanp. There is a Oy in this bill that would in any 
wav limit the right of conversion of producers who have been producing 
runners or Spanish, or some other type peanuts, to the Virginia- 
Carolina type? 

Mr. WinGate. None whatsoever. We encourage it. 

Senator HoLtLtanp. They would be entitled to the support price, 
and the full program for that type of peanut? 

Mr. Wineare. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. When vou get a quota for peanuts do you get 
a quota for a specific type? You just get a quota for peanuts and you 
can plant Carolina-Virginias, Valencias, runners, or anything you 
wish. You have just chosen to plant runners. 

Senator HotLtanp. That would not be the case on the step-up of 
this particular crop. 

Mr. Wincars. The step-up would only go to those that had been 
producing them on a 3-year average. 

Senator Hottanp. They would not be allowed to plant anything 
but the variety they had been planting? 

Mr. Wineate. That is right. 

Senator HoLLaANpb. In the meantime, there might be thousands of 
growers elsewhere converting their acreage to that same product? 

Mr. Wineate. The trend has been, and they know we are trying 
to encourage it, and I think the Secretary will take into consideration 
that this trend is in the right direction. I do not think he will move 
it too fast, because people are a little slow about switching right over, 
unless it is a real emergency. 

Senator HoLttanp. Why would it not be a sound practice to de- 
liberately set out to get as much as possible in the way of conversion, 
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instead of to step up the acreage in that part of the peanut industry 
that is already the most prosperous. 

Mr. Wineare. We are holding meetings in Georgia to encourage 
the farmers, but not to go into it unless they eall upon experimental 
stations and extension services that have information. We want 
them to have the right type soils, we are encouraging them, we are 
holding Farm Bureau meetings all over that section, and asking them 
to grow. 

The Cuatrman, All right, sir. Thank you, gentlemen. 

All right, Mr. Odom. Will you come forward, please? 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS D, ODOM, VIRGINIA-CAROLINA PEANUT 
ASSOCIATION, SUFFOLK, VA. 


Mr. Opom. My name is Thomas D. Odom, and I am representing 
the Virginia-Carolina Shellers Association. 

As you know, in the testimony given today by Mr. Prichard, with 
regard to the No. 2 program : 

Senator ANDERSON. What is vour business connection, sir? 

Mr. Ovom. I am with the Suffolk Peanut Co., shelling division, 
and I am representing the Virginia-Carolina Association at this hear- 
ing. 

Senator ANpEerson. Of shellers? 

Mr. Opom. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. You actually operate a shelling plant? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Can you tell us whether there has been some 
increase in the amount of shelled peanuts that the Government 
takes? 

Mr. Ovo. I have some other shellers who are more familiar with 
that than I am. 

Senator ANDERSON. If vou are operating the program you ought 
to be familiar with it. Aren’t you? 

Mr. Opvom. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. Go ahead. 

Mr. Ovom. Now, going back to the Virginia types and the types 
grown in the Southeast and the Southwest, so far as the costs, we have 
the 1949 figures, and as you know it cost the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration $39,000,000. 

The Virginia-type peanuts had 27 percent of the production and 
12 percent of the cost. 

Now, the Southeast had 50 percent of the production of peanuts, 
and 67 percent of the costs. 

The Southwest had 23 percent of the production, and 21 percent of 
the costs. 

Now, the 12 percent of the costs was reflected in the 2’s, and I 
have a little brief on the 2’s that I would like to read before I go into 
the statement. 

No. 2 peanuts are not peanuts that are produced by the farmer. 
They are peanuts that result from the milling process and are mostly 
the premium sizes that have been split in milling. They are not as 
good as the No. 1 grade for edible purposes, because the splitting 
exposes half the peanut which absorbs dirt and it roasts unevenly. 
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The Virginia No. 2 competes with the No. 1 Spanish or No. 1 
Runner for the peanut-butter business. They are not suitable for 
salting. 

In the support program, which is a diversion program, Virginia 
No. 2’s are bought by Commodity Credit and diverted into oil, 
thereby leaving an edible demand for a corresponding tonnage of 
No. 1 Spanish and No. 1 Runners. 

This is cheaper for Commodity Credit Corporation, and I might 
add that Mr. Prichard testified this morning that it would be cheaper 
for the Commodity Credit Corporation to use the 2’s in the Virginia- 
Carolina area to support that, rather than going back and supporting 
a like tonnage in the Southeast or Southwest at a higher price, because 
we sell direct to the oil mills, and there are no warehousing or handling 
charges, or anything of that nature. 

Therefore the loss on diverting No. 2 Virginia’s is a transferred loss, 
from the areas in which the surplus exists. It is an economy in diver- 
sion. And that is just a matter of judgment. 

It has been proven cheaper to support the 2’s in Virginia than the 
better grades in the Southeast and Southwest. 

Now, in the Virginia-type peanut we have five grades before you get 
to the No. 2’s. That is in the hulled goods or peanuts in the shell, 
known as baseball-park peanuts, or they use them at football games, 
baseball games, the circus, and so forth. 

There are two grades of peanuts sold in the shell for roasting. Those 
are the jumbos, which is large and fancies, which is the next size in the 
shell, and then we have the extra large and the medium and No. 1’s, 
and then we come to the No. 2’s, which represents—we had 12 percent, 
but I would rather these were Department figures, but they gave us 
only 10 percent, which I would rather let go then the 12 percent. 

So they are the five grades that we have before we get to the No. 
2’s, which is a very small percent of the Virginia peanuts. 

Senator ANpERSON. What do you estimate they are, what is your 
estimate? 

Mr. Opom. We figure according to the—I have the figures right 
here prepared by Dr. Maxton, who is with the Department of Agricul- 
ture in the Extension Division, and he gives the figures; he has made a 
survey of this in connection with the Department of Agriculture. 
We would say from 5 

Senator ANDERSON. Don’t vou have any figures? 

Mr. Opvom. I gave 12, we are using the 12 percent. 

Senator ANpersoN. Do you have any records in your own plant 
as to how much of the peanuts you handle are No. 1's, and how much 
are No. 2’s? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. What does that record reveal? 

‘Mr. Opom. The record shows we have 50 percent of peanuts used 
for salting, and 25 percent used for roasting in the shell; 15 percent 
go into confections, and 8 percent into butter, and 2 percent for oil. 
Those are our figures. 

Senator ANDERSON. Well, about 10 percent of it, then, is used for 
butter and oil? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 
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Senator ANperson. All right. What sort of a price do these 50 
percent that are used for salting and the 25 percent that are used for 
roasting do they get above the Government-support price? 

Mr. Opom. Well, now, we have paid above the support price for 
the past 2 years for farmers’ stock, and I can give you the market. 

Senator ANDERSON. That includes everything? 

Mr. Opvom. We paid the farmer—— 

Senator ANperson. If the farmer got more than 90 percent of 
parity the Government obligation would have been fulfilled? 

Mr. Opom. We pay him support, or better, for his quota peanuts. 

Senator ANperson. If you did, then the Government fulfilled 
its obligation? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator ANperson. So then the Government was through, 
wasn’t it? 

Mr. Ovom. So far as the farmer is concerned, on quota peanuts. 

Senator ANDERSON. The support price does not carry over to any- 
body but the farmer, theoretically. 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator ANpERson. Where did the No. 2 come? 

Mr. Ovom. That is for the Southeast and Southwest, and it is 
cheaper for the Government to administer the program. 

Senator AnpEerson. You bought from the farmer at more than 
90 percent of parity? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator AnpersON. So the contract of the Government to the 
farmer on every bit of Virginia-Carolina peanuts was carried out, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Ovom. That is correct. 

Senator ANDERSON. And you still came in for a support program? 

Mr. Opvom. We came in because it is a No. 2 program, written in 
the law, and it was cheaper. 

Senator ANDERSON. Tell me about that program written in the law. 

Mr. Opvom. Well, I mean, to support 

Senator ANperson. Tell me about the program written in the law, 
the No. 2 program. 

Mr. Opvom. That is what I was attempting to tell you, Senator. 

Senator ANprerson. All right. 

Mr. Opom. The 2—I don’t remember the exact wording, except 
that we for the past several years know that the 2’s have been sup- 
ported. 

Senator ANDERSON. Oh, no, no. I want to know what there is in 
the law that requires it. The law says that the farmer shall get 90 
percent. Suppose up in Senator Thye’s area, where they produce 
butter, that he delivers raw cream to the creamery, and the creamery 
sells a certain amount of butter, and then makes some cheese, or some- 
thing on the side, does it come into the Government, could it come into 
the Government and say, ‘‘We did not get quite enough out of this 
cheese, we want 90 percent parity from you?”’ 

Mr. Opom. I am just attempting to tell you 

Senator ANpEeRsON. The farmer got his 90 percent, and the Govern- 
ment is through with him. 

Mr. Opvom. The Government is not through with the other areas 
that are producing a peanut. In the Virginia-Carolina area they 
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divert 2 cents, in other words, it is cheaper, and that is a matter of 
expediency. 

Senator Anperson. That is a matter of argument. What I am 
trying to find out is, did every farmer from whom you bought peanuts 
get 90 percent of parity for his entire crop? 

Mr. Opom. Or better. 

Senator ANpprson. Do you think that applies all through the 
Virginia-Carolina area? 

Mr. Ovo. I am sure it does. 

Senator Jonnston. What type peanuts do you generally use for oil 
and butter? 

Mr. Opom. We use No. 1’s for peanut butter, and the oil, the No. 2’s 
having gone into oil, they are split and broken and shrivels and 
damage. 

Senator Jounston. The North Carolina or Runner type? 

Mr. Ovom. That is the Virginia-type peanut. 

Senator Hotianp. You don’t handle anything but the Virginia- 
Carolina-type peanut, do you? 

Mr. Ovom. That is all we handle. 

Seantor ANDERSON. The 1’s are going into butter? 

Mr. Ovom. Some go into salted, some into candy——— 

Senator ANDERSON. I mean, the butter peanuts are No. 1? 

Mr. Ovo. Or better, yes. 

Senator ANpreRson. So that the only No. 2’s that go to oil are only 
about 2 percent? 

Mr. Opvom. No, the No. 2’s have been diverted. They go into oil, 
not into butter. I mean from the Virginia-Carolina area. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes, but you said about 50 percent were salt, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Twenty-five percent roasted? 

Mr. Opvom. That is right. 

Senator ANpERsON. Fifteen percent were used in confections? 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Eight percent butter? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. We are still on No. 1’s now? 

Mr. Opom. Yes. 

Senator ANperson. And 2 percent went into oil? 

Mr. Ovom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is No. 2’s. 

Mr. Ovom. Yes, sir, No. 2’s. 

Senator ANpeRson. So that only 2 percent were actually No. 2’s? 

Mr. Ovom. No, about 10 percent this past year. 

Senator ANpeRrson. Let me see if we can add. Again 50 percent 
went into salted, is that right? 

Mr. Opvom. Yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. 25 percent roasted? 

Mr. Ovo. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. Is that 75 total, 50 and 25? 

Mr. Opom. Wait a minute, I will give it to you right here. 

Senator AnpERsON. 50 percent salted, 25 percent roasting, 15 
percent went into confection. Does that make 90 percent? 

Mr. Opvom. Yes. 
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Senator ANpeRsoN. And 8 percent into butter. That does make 
98 percent. Those are all 1’s. 

Then 2 percent are the No. 2’s, is that right? 

Mr. Opom. According to those figures, that is right, but it is 10 
percent. 

Senator ANpprson. Then what is wrong with the figures that you 
yourself furnished for the record? 

Mr. Opom. I got those from the Department of Agriculture. 

Senator ANDERSON. Not these 50, 25, and 15. You gave me those 
from your own experience. Isn’t that correct? Isn’t that what you 
said you did? 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator ANperson. Then 2 percent were No. 2’s, the cracked and 
otherwise? 

Mr. Opom. That is right. ; 

Senator ANDERSON. And that 2 percent cost us $13 an acre? 

Mr. Ovom. Well, that is $13 an acre there, but it would have cost 
more had it been diverted and used as No. 1, or better, in the other 
areas. 

Senator AnpreRsoN. We are trying to find out the facts with 
reference to it. Two percent of the product were No. 2’s, on which 
the Government, you think, had some obligations? 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. And that cost the Government $5,000,000, 
nearly, in the Virginia-Carolina acreage, from 379,000 acres picked 
and threshed, or $13 an acre for 2 percent of the crop. On that basis 
what is 100 percent of the crop worth? It is pretty high in the air. 

Mr. Opom. You miss the pomt there, Senator. We have $12 here, 
it may have gone up. 

Senator ANpreRsON. I have a letter from the Department of Agri- 
culture under date of December 15, that says the amount of loss was 
$4,933,000. Do you have that? This is from the Department of 
Agriculture, if vou wish to see it, $13 on 2 percent. As a matter of 
fact, it costs more per acre in Virginia-Carolina than it does in the 
southwestern area, where it only cost $11.85. 

Mr. Opom. Twenty-one in the southeast. 

Senator ANpEerson. That is right. 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator ANpErson. Now, that is what I am trying to get at. 
Every farmer got more than the law required him to get. 

Mr. Opom. Because we were in short supply. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. Every farmer got more than the support 
price. 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator ANpEerRson. And then the Government came in and bought 
peanuts from you. 

Mr. Opom. That is right. 

Senator ANDERSON. On what theory? 

Mr. Opom. They bought the oil peanuts, the No. 2’s. 

Senator ANDERSON. The No. 2’s, 2 percent. 

Mr. Opom. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANperson. And lost $5,000,000. 

Mr. Opom. Well, they lost $5,000,000 in the South, but they 
would have lost more in our area if they had bought the better grade 


in the other areas. 
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Senator ANDERSON. How do you know? 

Mr. Opom. I don’t know it. 

Senator AnpErsoN. I don’t think that he knows it, either, but 
that is neither here nor there. 

Senator Jonnson. You say they lost $5,000,000? 

Senator ANDERSON. You made a claim against the Government. 
How did you come into the Government to get the money you got? 

Mr. Ovo. I believe that Mr. Woodley, who has plants in both—— 

Senator ANDERSON. You operate a plant, don’t you? 

Mr. Ovom. No, I am working for a plant. 

Senator ANpeRson. Well, what is your responsibility, what is your 
position with the plant? 

Mr. Opom. I do part of the buying, and public relations work. 

Senator Anperson. Well, did you buy any peanuts from the 
farmers? 

Mr. Opom. I bought lots of them, yes, sir. 

Senator AnpreRson. A lot of them. Ail right. Who sold the 
peanuts, did you sell the peanuts? 

Mr. Opvom. No, I don’t sell them. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am trying to find out where the Government 
came in, how they happened to pay you any money. 

Mr. Opom. Because of the 2 program, that is in the law, that is 
the theory we operated on. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. Are you sure it is in the law? Will you find 
me the section of the law where it says there shall be a 2 program? 

Mr. Opom. I will get it for you, yes, sir. 

Senator ANprerson. All right. I would like to see it. 

The CuarrmMan. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Ovom. I still have this statement, if you would like to hear it. 
If you are running short on time—— 

The CuarrMan. We must vote in a moment. 

Senator Hony. Why not file it? 

The CuarrMan. Do you have anything to add to what you have 
said? 

Mr. Ovo. I have this statement. 

The CuarrmMan. Put your statement in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT Fitep spy Tuomas D. Opom, Vircrnta-CAROLINA PRANUT 
ASSOCIATION, SUFFOLK, VA. 


Peanuts grown in the Virginia-Carolina area are designated as the Virginia-type 
peanut and differs materially from the peanuts grown in the southeastern and 
southwestern areas, which are designated as Spanish and runner types. The 
Virginia-type peanut differs from these other two types in flavor and in size, 
and because of these characteristics, it has been put into distribution and developed 
a demand in a different form than the other types of peanuts. 

The chief use for the Virginia-type peanut is as a blanched salted peanut. 
Neither of the other two types are marketed this way. The Virginia-type salted 
peanut competes with the so-called Fancy nuts, most of which are imported. 
Another prominent use for the Virginia type is peanuts which are roasted in the 
shell, such as are sold at baseball parks, race tracks, circus grounds, etc. The 
Virginia-type peanut is the only peanut prepared and marketed this way. 

As far as records are available, there has been no surplus production of Virginia- 
type peanuts for edible purposes except in one year and that was in 1940 when 
the yield per acre was abnormally high, and excepting this year, there has been 
no need for diversion of edible grades of Virginia-type peanuts into oil. 

In order for a manufacturer to continue the processing and distribution of these 
larger types of peanuts, he must be assured of adequate supply in order to justify 
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the expansion of national distribution. Our acreage in 1949 and 1950 was cut 
so low in comparison with our need that on a supply-and-demand market the 
Virginia-type peanut was sold by the producer at substantially above support 
price. The shortage of supply has had two adverse effects. 
1. The price has been so high that consumer demand has been affected, 
principally because of the competition from imported nuts (mostly cashews). 
2. Because of the short supply the millers are not able to assure manu- 
facturers throughout the country who want the Virginia type peanuts that 
they can take care of their requirements and, therefore, not being able to 
maintain the proper volume, we find a trend on the part of many manu- 
facturers to discontinue salting Virginia type peanuts altogether, because 
they cannot build up a trade for peanuts that may not be available, and for 
obvious reasons, the other types of peanuts cannot be substituted for the 
trade on Virginia blanched peanuts er Virginia roasted peanuts. 

In view of the fact that we believe that we have a demand in this country for 
the Virginia type peanuts far in excess of the acreage provided in present or pro- 
— legislation (306,000 for 1951) which conclusion is supported by historical 
acts (having produced a surplus only once since 1909 and then the surplus was 
not too great), we believe that the Virginia-Carolina area should certainly be 
enabled to plant peanuts by definite legislation that would produce sufficient 
peanuts to supply the edible demand; and we ask that the Senate Agriculture 
Committee revise 8. 742 so as to give the Virginia-Carolina area an acreage 
quota not less than that planted in 1949, 380,000 acres, which is only 36,000 acres 
more than were planted in this areain 1909. During the 1949 crop year, the entire 
supply of edible Virginia peanuts was used without any being diverted into oil. 

We believe that this request will be in the best interest of our producers, our 
processors and the ultimate consumers of peanuts, and that it will not cost any 
Government agency anything for the diversion of the edible grades of peanuts. 

We hope you will expedite this legislation because the planting season is ap- 
proaching, and unless legislation is passed very quickly, it will be without effect 
on the 1951 production. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness is Mr. Carl E. Johnson. Is he 
present? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. How long do you require, sir? 

Mr. Jounson. Just a couple of minutes. 

Senator ANperson. Is there asheller here who can tell us the basis 
of his claim against the Government when he has bought peanuts at 
more than the law requires. 

Mr. Wooptey. Yes, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF W. P. WOODLEY, PRESIDENT, COLUMBIAN 
PEANUT CO., NORFOLK, VA. 


Mr. Wooptey. My name is W. P. Woodley. I am a sheller in 
Virginia. 

In Virginia we have this grade of 2’s which results from milling, 
and it is 10 percent instead of 2, that has been our actual experience. 

We were selling these to the trade for peanut butter. 

Senator ANpEeRsON. Have you records to show the 10 percent 
instead of 2? 

Mr. Woop.ey. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANpERsON. As this other gentlemen told us? 

Mr. Wooptey. Tom has not been in the business very long. 

From actual experience it is 10 percent. It will vary; it might be 
anywhere from 8 to 12 or 13. 

Senator ANpERSON. What was it for the 1949 crop? 

Mr. Wooptey. The 1949 crop would have been around 10 percent. 
It is different with different shellers. We have no composite figure. 
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We are making the 2’s, which is only the big peanut split. If we 
split a big peanut in the milling process it becomes a 2. 

The best peanuts we have, if you pick it up and split it, it immedi- 
ately becomes a 2. 

We were selling them for peanut butter and confections in competi- 
tion with No. 1 Spanish and No. 1 Runners. They go into the same 
field—peanut butter. 

We did not come into the program; the CC promulgated a program 
in which they offered to buy the No. 2 grades at a fixed price through- 
out the season. 

Senator ANDERSON. Which was what? 

Mr. Wooptey. Fifteen and one-half this year. I think last year 
it was 164%. The principle being, as they published it, that by taking 
the No. 2 Virginias off the edible market it made room in the edible 
market for a larger quantity or a corresponding quantity of No. | 
Runners and No. 1 Spanish, and by making this change the Com- 
modity Credit unquestionably saves money, because they are buying 
and diverting from edible channels a lower grade peanut than they 
would have to divert if we filled up the holes with No. 2 Virginias. 

Senator ANDERSON. They make oil? 

Mr. Wooptey. Out of the No. 2’s, yes. 

Senator ANDERSON. They sell the oil? 

Mr. Wooptey. Yes. 

Senator ANpEeRsOoN. And there is more oil in the Runners, or how 
do they make the money? 

Mr. Wooptey. They make more because they pay less for the No. 2 
Virginias than they would have to pay for the farmers’ stock. The cost 
to Commodity is less, but by that-determination you say there is some 
question about whether that would be accurate. We don’t know that. 
They come to us and say it is cheaper for them to buy the No. 2 
Virginias and get them out of the way so they don’t have to lose larger 
amounts of money. 

We do sell some of our 2’s in the edible trade. 

Senator Ture. That is the question I would like to ask: What would 
the processer for the edible trade have paid for those No. 2’s if he were 
allowed to come in and bid on them? 

Mr. Wooptey. What they have paid this year is the difference 
what the CC would pay for them. 

Senator Tuyr. I will grant you that, but just take the CC out of 
the picture. Just simply say that you were offering the No. 2’s on 
the market, as you should have been in accordance with the way the 
law was passed, that in Virginia you were allowed to grow the jumbo 
peanut, and that you had an acreage quota of so much in Virginia to 
grow the edible or the jumbo peanut. If you would have offered 
that percent, which was 10 percent, to the processor of candy, the 
confectionery, what would he have offered you for those peanuts? 

Mr. Wooptey. Sixteen cents, which would be competitive with 
No. 1 Runners. 

Senator Ture. All right. Is there someone who took it upon him- 
self to juggle a congressional act to his own pleasure and convenience? 
Unless I am misunderstanding all the testimony that has been given 
here today, that is what happened. 

Mr. Wooptey. Senator, I have no interest one way or the other. 
We are a processor in the middle, but I believe a thorough study, 
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which I am not prepared to give you, will reveal that it is a part of a 
diversion program that proves to be a cheaper method than diverting 
straight farmer stock. 

Senator Taye. The testimony I recall was primarily that they say 
“give us so many acres of the Virginia type of peanut’”’—the type of 
peanut we want in the baseball park, and that is what the confection- 
ery processor wants, because it is not so high in oil, and therefore not so 
dangerous to handle as 1t does not become rancid, and so forth. So 
they begged for an acreage that would permit an increase in the 
Jumbo. 

Then after the jumbo is produced—and the peanut that is cracked 
is just as edible, just as good for the peanut butter process and just 
as good for the confectionery as the whole peanut—instead of the 
processing having an opportunity to build, you take it off of the market 
by a CCC manipulation or transaction. Immediately the market is 
there demanding the Runner type or the Spanish type or the type 
of a peanut that is recognized as an oil peanut. That is what I cannot 
understand, where the authorization came in. We could grant an 
additional acreage of Jumbos, and still the processor of food and the 
confectioners would not have the peanut. The CCC could take it off 
the market in the same manner they take 10 pereent of the crop 
growing in Virginia, which was the jumbo type, because it happened 
to be cracked although it still would be acceptable to the confectioner. 

Mr. Woop.ey. That is the CCC’s method of handling their diver- 
sion program. 

Senator Tuy. Well, there is a question in my mind as to whether 
we have achieved what Congress was endeavoring to do. 

Mr. Wooptey. | am confidant you have, sir. 

Senator Taye. You and I have a difference of opinion. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, sir. 

Will you come forward, Mr. Johnson. 


STATEMENT OF CARL E. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON 
GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, PEANUT AND NUT SALTERS 
ASSOCIATION, CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Jounson. My name is Carl E. Johnson, and I am chairman of 
the committee on governmental relations, Peanut and Nut Salters 
Association, Chicago, LIl. 

I have no prepared statement, but I have just merely come here 
representing my association, because the association is strongly in 
favor of permanent legislation to permit provisions of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act to be applied to each type of peanut. 

1 appeared before this committee last August, an I think you are 
fully aware of our position, that the urgency for increasing the acreage 
for the Virginia-tvpe peanut is so great “that regardless of anything else 
something must be done to alleviate that situation. 

We have an economy upon us now that is similar to what we had 
in the last wartime, and as we go forward we might find that we are 
embarrassed if we don’t have sufficient quantities of the Virginia-type 
peanut. 

The Armed Forces are particularly partial to them, and we also have 
a growth in the country of a demand for that type, and we 
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are prohibited from properly publicizing or promoting because of the 
uncertainty of supply. 

In fact, I believe it is not unwarranted to sound a warning, a 
warning of possible short supplies, rather than surpluses. 

The salters remember all too well the shortages we had during the 
last war period. 

That is all 1 have. 

The CuHairmMan. Are there any questions? 

Thank you, sir. 

Now, I notice that we have Congressman Abbitt here. Do you 
think, Congressman, you will help us get a bill along the line of S. 742? 


STATEMENT OF HON. WATKINS M. ABBITT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Agsirr. Thank you. 

I don’t know what has been said here. 

I originally was very much in favor of my friend Johnson’s idea for 
the separation of type, but that did not seem possible on our side of 
the Hill, but I do know there is a real need of something being done 
for the Virginia-type peanut. 

I know that the users are not getting a sufficient supply, and I 
introduced a bill this year, H. R. 4, and Mr. Cooley introduced bill 
No. 40, which took care of that situation. 

Our committee went into it fully, and they reported on another 
bill which takes care of the Virginia situation, and I am in favor of 
some measure being reported out along the lines of the bill you have 
here today for taking care of the situation generally. 

The CHarrmMan. When does the House expect to enact the bill? 

Mr. Assrrr. The report is being gotten into shape today, I think, 
and we expect to get a rule sometime this week. 

The CuatrmMan. Thank you, sir. 

Is there anybody else who desires to be heard? 

If not, the hearings are closed and the meeting will stand in adjourn- 
ment until our regular meeting on Wednesday at 10 o’clock. 

Whereupon, at 4 p. m., the hearing was adjourned.) 

(Additional statement filed with the Committee is as follows:) 

Baton Rover, La., February 16, 1951. 


Senator ALten J. ELLEeNpDER, 
Chairman, Senate Agriculture Committee: 
Our views conform to provisions covered in 8. 742 in interest of Louisiana 
peanut producers. We urge favorable action. 
Louisiana Farm Bureau Feperation. 
Matcotm Dovucuerty, President. 





